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ABSTRACT 
AN ANALYSIS OF THE PSYCHOSOCIAL DEVELOPMENT OF COLLEGE 
STUDENT-ATHLETES 
FEBRUARY 2001 
ANNE R. MICKLE, B.A., CONNECTICUT COLLEGE 
M.A., TEACHERS COLLEGE, COLUMBIA UNIVERSITY 
Ed.D. UNIVERSITY OF MASSACHUSETTS AMHERST 
Directed by: Professor Gary D. Malaney 
The purpose of this study was to analyze the psychosocial development of college 
student-athletes and to determine if there are differences within the student-athlete 
population. 
Attempts were made to survey the entire student-athlete population at the 
University of Massachusetts Amherst (UMass). Of the approximately 700 student- 
athletes at UMass, 335 were surveyed. 280 of these surveys were deemed usable for the 
purposes of this study, yielding a response rate of 40.0%. Seniors were left out of the 
final discussion due to a low response rate of 16%. The response rate for first year 
students was 65% making these results the most valid. 
The Student Development Task and Lifestyle Inventory (SDTLI) was used to 
examine psychosocial development on three tasks: Establishing and Clarifying Purpose 
(PUR), Developing Mature Interpersonal Relationships (MIR), and Academic Autonomy 
(AA). A number of independent variables were used in examining these tasks including 
sex, type of sport, likelihood of a future in the sport, and grade point average (GPA). 
GPA and future in sport were found to have the most significant relationships with AA 
and PUR, while sex was the only variable to have a significant relationship with MIR. 
Four hypotheses were examined in this study. The first found that women had 
not achieved a higher level of psychosocial development than men. The second found 
vi 
that those in sports without an anticipated future had developed to a higher degree on the 
PUR task than those in sports with a possible future. This difference is even greater for 
men than for women. The third hypothesis found that those in team sports were not 
/ 
developed to a higher level on the MIR task than those in individual sports. Finally, the 
fourth hypothesis supported the idea that those with a higher GPA would be developed to 
a higher level on the PUR task than those with a lower GPA. 
These findings support the idea that there are a number of differences within the 
student-athlete population and that those with higher GPAs and those in sports without 
an anticipated future have developed to a higher level than their student-athlete peers. 
Greater emphasis needs to be placed on helping student-athletes to succeed in the 
classroom, therefore allowing them more options outside of athletics. 
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CHAPTER 1 
INTRODUCTION 
In the ideal sense, there is much to learn from sport and sports participation. As 
Lapchick (1988) points out, "it teaches self-discipline, about limits and capabilities, 
about dealing with failure and adversity, about teamwork and cooperation, hard work, 
group problem-solving, competitive spirit, self-esteem, self-confidence, and pride in 
accomplishment” (p. 43). Coaches would agree, saying that sports develop “certain 
desirable social values including kindness, cooperation, truthfulness, courage, loyalty, 
friendliness, and character” (Underwood, 1984). Even in childhood, athletic children 
are often seen as leaders as early as the age of 10 (Danish, Petipas, & Hale, 1993, p. 
354). At the same time, athletic programs must also be congruent with the institution’s 
missions, goals, and objectives, the first of which is the pursuit of the intellectual. 
Without this congruency, the ideal may be forgotten (Golden, 1984). 
A current concern is that Division I “athletic programs are about winning, 
making money, and providing entertainment rather than about education and, as a result, 
are not contributing to the mission of the university in significant ways” (Gerdy, 1997, 
p. 4). Even the athletic directors and coaches often identify their intercollegiate teams 
as “entertainment” and “big business” (Thelin & Wiseman, 1989). Yet, the institution 
has an obligation to educate all its student-athletes, football or field hockey player, male 
or female, majority or minority. This obligation is even more serious because of the 
demands placed on student-athletes (Knight Commission, 1991, p. 8). Athletics began 
in colleges in order to encourage the development of “the whole boy” (Chu, 1989, p. 52) 
and to educate the “all around” student both physically and mentally (Hurley, 1993, p. 
15), but today the individual student-athlete, and especially the education of that 
student-athlete, may be forgotten in the growth of college athletic programs. 
College student-athletes play an uncommon role on our campuses and we are 
finding them, as a group, coming under a great deal of scrutiny. It is sometimes unclear 
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whether they are students or athletes and more importantly, whether or not it is possible 
to be both. In fact, the female athlete of the 1980s was more likely to say that she was 
more committed to the athlete role than the student role (Blinde, 1989). This dichotomy 
is reflected in the most current graduation rates of Division I student-athletes: only 57% 
of scholarship athletes who started college during the 1991-92 academic year had 
graduated six years later, a one percentage point drop from the previous year. Although 
this is still one percentage point higher than the general student population at these 
institutions, student-athletes are required to be making progress towards graduation in 
order to maintain their eligibility to compete. This number is even more startling for 
men’s basketball players as only 41% had graduated in the same six year period 
compared with 53% of the male students at these institutions (Haworth, 1998, p. A41). 
History of collegiate athletics and The National Collegiate Athletic Association 
(NCAA) 
Prior to 1826, faculty and administrators at American colleges looked for ways 
to limit organized athletics. It was seen as “low and unbecoming gentlemen scholars, 
and is attended with great danger to the health” (Rudolph, 1990, p. 150). It was in the 
early 1820s that the outdoor gymnasium movement arrived from Europe. This led to 
greater physical conditioning on many New England college campuses, including Yale, 
Amherst, Brown, and Williams (Rudolph), but did not last as the Puritan ethic objected 
to the frivolity and play encouraged by the outdoor gymnasium. In the late 1840s and 
1850s, German immigrants introduced the turnvereine, or indoor gymnasium, and this 
time athletics survived on campus. In 1860, Amherst College was the first to establish a 
Department of Hygiene and Physical Education. In the meantime, in 1852 at Lake 
Winnepesaukee in New Hampshire, the first intercollegiate contest was held in the form 
of a boat race between Harvard and Yale. In the 1870s, intercollegiate competition 
became a more regular activity with football, baseball, and rowing taking center stage 
(Horowitz, 1987). 
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As early as 1904, students began to notice that athletics on campus were limited 
to those few selected to play on teams. Fewer students were getting some form of 
exercise. As one student said, ’’...the very students who most need physical 
development become stoop-shouldered rooting from backless bleachers” (Rudolph, 
1990, p. 387). The intramural movement allowed for more students to become 
involved in athletics, but it also set up a double standard. This included “amateur fun 
for the mass of students” and near professionalism for the varsity athlete (Rudolph, p. 
388). 
During this same period, athletics for women was also making its way to 
campuses. By 1900, coeducational colleges, women’s colleges, and normal schools 
were organizing teams for women. Physical educators did not want women’s sports to 
be as competitive as men’s and therefore, “sport for all” was the credo adopted for 
women’s athletics and intercollegiate competition was opposed (Hutchens & Townsend, 
1998, p.3) 
Soon thereafter, in 1905, President Theodore Roosevelt expressed concerns 
about college athletics. He called representatives to the White House to let them know 
that they must find ways to make intercollegiate football games safer. If they did not do 
so, he would (Kirk & Kirk, 1993). This was followed, in 1929, by a Carnegie 
Foundation Report entitled “American College Athletics.” This report examined the 
problems of college athletics and concluded that 
more than any other force [athletics has] tended to distort the values of college 
life and to increase its emphasis upon the material and monetary. Indeed, at no 
point in the educational process has commercialism of college athletics wrought 
more mischief than in its effect upon the American undergraduate. And the 
distressing fact is that the college, the fostering mother, has permitted and even 
encouraged it to do these things in the name of education. (Kirk &Kirk, 1993, 
pp.xxv-xxvi) 
Furthermore, recruiting had become corrupt, professionals had replaced amateurs, 
education was being neglected and commercialism reigned (Knight Commission, 1991, 
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p. iii). Athletics became public relations events which served to bind the school to the 
larger community of students, alumni, friends, and politicians (Horowitz, 1987). 
It was in the first quarter of this century that the Intercollegiate Athletic 
Association of the United States (IAAUS)was founded in 1905 with 62 member 
institutions. The name changed to the National Collegiate Athletic Association 
(NCAA) in 1910. The NCAA began as a discussion group and rules-making body and 
it is still the primary governing body for collegiate athletics. In fact, institutions must 
either “submit to the broad regulatory authority that the NCAA has over individual 
institutions and intercollegiate athletics generally or not compete in high-profile sports” 
(Toma & Cross, 2000, p. 424). It is the organization through which colleges and 
universities speak and act on athletic matters at the national level 
(http://www.ncaa.org/about/, 1999). The purpose of the NCAA was, and still is, “for 
the protection and benefit of intercollegiate athletics” (Underwood, 1984, p. 19). 
Today there are more than 1200 four-year member institutions in this 
organization that has come to control intercollegiate athletics, and therefore, college 
student-athletes. Although institutions must answer to their own governing authorities 
and their athletic conferences, the NCAA has ultimate rule over anything related to 
intercollegiate athletics. Institutions attempt to follow NCAA and conference 
regulations, knowing that if they do not, sanctions can be severe. Institutions give up 
considerable autonomy to the NCAA in exchange for the ability to compete under its 
auspices (Toma & Cross, 2000). Many would argue that the NCAA and its policies and 
rules should be considering the long-term academic and personal interests of the 
student-athlete rather than merely trying to assure that student-athletes graduate (Gerdy, 
1997). Critics suggest banning freshmen from playing on varsity teams, either for all 
sports or just basketball, and penalizing teams by reducing their scholarship allotment 
when players flunk out (Suggs, 1999, p. A53). 
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Many of the NCAA regulations and policies affect admissions and entering 
student-athletes. The NCAA has established minimum high school grade point 
averages and standardized test scores that must be achieved before a student will be 
eligible to compete. Since these are merely eligibility requirements, institutions may 
choose to admit only those students who are well above the minimum, while other 
institutions might admit those who have not met the requirements, with the hopes that 
they will be able to play in their sophomore year (Bailey, 1993). 
Critics argue that the NCAA is too stringent in the ways that it enforces policies, 
therefore hurting the athletes and programs. Furthermore, these policies are blamed for 
pushing more and more student-athletes into the professional ranks before they 
complete their college degree. Many believe that the NCAA needs to acknowledge that 
big-time college football and basketball programs are serving as minor leagues for the 
NFL and the NBA, a free minor league at that. Since this is the case, it would benefit all 
involved if football and basketball players were paid to play (Nocera, 2000). This 
tension will continue to be one of the biggest, if not the biggest, concern facing the 
NCAA in years to come. 
The NCAA and its policies have gained the attention of the media and the 
public, and occasionally we take note of the stunning cases of student-athletes who 
graduate but cannot read, or forsake their education for the big money of professional 
sports. The student-athletes as a whole, their uncommon roles on our campuses, and 
their own ambivalence about education and sport fade into the background. More 
attention needs to be paid to them, as a group, and to their individual development. 
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Student development theory 
College student development, drawn from human development, describes the 
ways a student grows, or increases his or her developmental capacity, as a result of 
being in a college or university (Rodgers, 1990). Moore and Upcraft (1990) define in 
loco parentis, or acting in place of parents, as the first student development theory, 
although it may be more accurately defined as a de facto student development theory. 
Today theories that describe college students can be separated into four clusters: a) 
psychosocial theories; b) cognitive-structural theories; c) typological models; and d) 
person-environment interaction models (Pascarella & Terenzini, 1991). In addition to 
describing human behavior, explaining, predicting, and generating new knowledge and 
research, theory also assists us in assessing practice (McEwen, 1996). Theories are one 
tool that may allow us to influence future outcomes, an important part of student affairs 
work (Moore & Upcraft). Theories do not tell us everything that is happening in the life 
of a student, and it is always important to remember to look at each student as an 
individual, but when used correctly, theories provide a framework from which to look at 
and work with students. 
Educators need to be concerned about the development of all students. Student 
development theory, which is invaluable in examining all college students, is a useful 
tool for assessing the development of college student-athletes. Psychosocial 
development “refers to the issues, tasks, and events that occur throughout the life span, 
and to a given person’s pattern of resolution of the issues, tasks, and adaption to the 
events” (Rodgers, 1990, p. 45). An understanding of psychosocial development “helps 
student affairs professionals be more proactive in anticipating student issues and more 
responsive to and understanding of concerns that arise as they work with students 
(Evans, 1996, p. 172). In the case of student-athletes, individuals are often analyzed as 
athletes and as students, but not as the whole people they are. Furthermore, in many 
ways, they may need to be treated like other distinct and at-risk populations on our 
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campuses, such as students with disabilities, nontraditional students, or veterans, who 
need special attention (Engstrom & Sedlacek, 1991; Parham, 1993; Shriberg & 
Brodzinski, 1984). 
Psychosocial theory explores the personal and interpersonal aspects of college 
students’ lives (Evans, 1996) and refers to “the process by which traditional-aged 
college students resolve biological and psychological changes and simultaneously adjust 
to environmental and sociocultural influences” (Jones & Watt, 1999, p. 125). This 
group includes theories that view individual development essentially as a process that 
involves the accomplishment of a series of developmental tasks (Pascarella & Terenzini, 
1991). Psychosocial theorists tend to suggest that 
development follows a chronological sequence, at certain times of life, particular 
facets of the personality will emerge as a central concern which must be 
addressed. However, the particular timing and ways in which the concerns are 
addressed is heavily influenced by the society and culture in which the 
individual lives (Knefelkamp, Widick, & Parker, 1978, p. xi). 
Using this approach, it would follow that the particular college that a student attends 
should have an impact on the student’s development and if the student were attending a 
different institution, or type of institution, his/her psychosocial development would 
probably be different. 
The Student Personnel Point of View (American Council on Education, 1937, 
1949) has always been the guiding document for student affairs work. It offers some 
basic assumptions about how students grow and develop in the collegiate environment. 
The Student Personnel Point of View (ACE) stipulates first that intellectual 
development is just one aspect of the growth of a student; other aspects include social, 
emotional, interpersonal, moral, and vocational development. Secondly it discusses the 
idea that theories about college students are not meant to be used to treat all students as 
though they had the same characteristics. These theories describe the relationships 
between and among different characteristics. This is important to keep in mind when 
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trying to incorporate theory with practice. Next, it points out that the educational 
process is interactive, not linear, meaning that a student cannot enroll in an institution 
and four years later be expected to come out a certain way. The education of students is 
influenced by everyone with whom they come into contact and all of the experiences 
that they have. For student-athletes, this would mean coaches and other athletes, as well 
as other members of the university community. Finally, the educational process 
involves not only knowledge but also skills and attitudes. Students leam more than just 
facts in college (Moore & Upcraft, 1990, pp. 6-7). These guiding principles and 
assumptions of the Student Personnel Point of View still serve practitioners well as they 
try to assist students in their growth and development during college. 
Research and an understanding of how college students change from the first 
year to the senior year can promote an understanding of the nature and causes of 
development that occurs as a result of college attendance and experiences (Riahinejad & 
Hood, 1984). In addition, to help students attain a maximum level of development, 
facilitators need to be able to assess behaviors that have previously been acquired 
(Winston & Miller, 1987). Thus, there is a need for student affairs practitioners to have 
a working knowledge of theory to aid them in their work with students. When they are 
able to effectively put theory into practice, those who work with students can serve the 
students better. Even when using theory, it is imperative that the student as an 
individual be the first priority. Students should not be lumped into vectors or stages but 
must be analyzed for who they are and where they are personally and developmentally. 
The current study 
The objective of this study is to examine the development of college student- 
athletes using psychosocial development theory. Student-athletes are typically grouped 
as a body of students and this study will try to show that there are differences in the 
development of student-athletes based on sex, type of sport, future plans, and academic 
success. Engstrom and Sedlacek (1991) and Cantor and Prentice (1996) pointed out the 
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need to identify and study subgroups of student-athletes in order to gain more specific 
information. By differentiating within the student-athlete population, those who work 
with them can be more effective. 
This research utilizes student development theory, specifically psychosocial 
development theory, to assess the development of college student-athletes. A 
standardized instrument, the Student Development Task and Lifestyle Inventory 
(SDTLI), will be used (see Appendix A). This instrument is based on the research of 
Arthur Chickering (1969; Chickering & Reisser, 1993) originally done in 1969 and 
updated in 1993 to reflect the changing student population. The SDTLI has been used 
in colleges and universities since 1987, although its predecessors were used earlier in 
the 1980s, to evaluate psychosocial growth and development in all students, not just 
student-athletes. 
The SDTLI is made up of developmental tasks, subtasks and scales. A task is 
defined as “an interrelated set of behaviors and attitudes which the culture specifies 
should be exhibited at approximately the same time by a given age cohort in a 
designated context” (Winston, 1990, p. 109). The three tasks examined in the SDTLI 
are Establishing and Clarifying Purpose (PUR), Developing Mature Interpersonal 
Relationships (MIR), and Academic Autonomy (AA). A subtask is “affected by 
participation in the academic environment (both formal and informal) and change as a 
result of the person-environment interaction or personality social-mi leau interface, 
biological maturation, and normal personality development” (Winston, p. 109). PUR is 
defined by five subtasks. 1) Educational Involvement (El), 2) Career Planning (CP), 3) 
Lifestyle Planning (LP), 4) Life Management (LM), and 5) Cultural Participation (CP). 
MIR is defined by three subtasks. 1) Peer Relationships (PR), 2) Tolerance (TOL), and 
3) Emotional Autonomy (EA). AA does not have any subtasks. Finally, a scale “ is the 
measure of the degree to which students report possessing certain behavioral 
characteristics, attitudes or feelings, but unlike a developmental task, may not be 
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directly affected by participation in the higher education environment” (Winston, p. 
109). The three scales in the SDTLI are Salubrious Lifestyle (SL), Intimacy Scale 
(INT), and Response Bias (RB). The tasks, subtasks, and scales will be defined in 
greater detail in chapter 3. In all tasks, subtasks, and scales, higher scores reflect greater 
psychosocial development except for response bias where a higher score indicates an 
attempt to fake good or a likelihood of cheating. 
The purpose of this research is to analyze the psychosocial development of 
college student-athletes. Student-athletes are an important subculture within higher 
education in ways similar to that of international students, students in fraternities and 
sororities, and students with disabilities. They are an easily identifiable group who have 
challenges, including extensive travel and practice schedules, and experiences that are 
not typical of other college students. Psychosocial development theory will be used as a 
framework for understanding athletes. Prior research has compared student athletes to 
both non-athletes and former athletes, but it is important to examine similarities and 
differences in development within the student athlete population itself. As Pascarella 
and Smart (1991) point out, the educational impact of athletic participation may vary 
substantially by the type of sport a student is involved in. Student-athletes are often 
grouped together as if all were the same, so this research may clarify where athletes are 
in similar places developmentally and where they are different. Specifically, male and 
female student-athletes will probably be at different developmental levels because of the 
role that athletics has played in their lives. Male athletes are likely to “dream” longer 
about the possibility of being able to continue playing their sport after college and even 
playing professionally (Kennedy & Dimick, 1987). There are far fewer options for 
women to pursue their sport professionally after college and therefore they need to be 
more practical when they think about their college and work careers. In addition, 
Bredemeier and Shields (1986) found significant differences in the moral reasoning of 
swimmers and basketball players. This indicates that there may be differences based on 
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playing a team sport, and the need to interact directly with your team- mates, and 
participating in an individual sport. Based on their results, Bredemeier and Shields 
caution researchers not to make generalizations about student-athletes. In their study, 
the results of swimmers were closer to those of nonathletes than to those of basketball 
players. 
This research will specifically examine four hypotheses and will discuss other 
significant differences found in the data. The first hypothesis is that women student- 
athletes will have achieved a higher level of psychosocial development than male 
athletes. Athletic administrators have always endorsed the notion that student-athletes 
are students first and athletes second, but this concept appears to be more evident in 
women’s athletics (West, 1984). They have fewer opportunities in which to dream 
about a future athletic career and therefore, are more likely to develop both academic 
and career plans. Furthermore, women’s development differs from that of men with 
regard to importance of interpersonal relationships, which helps in fostering autonomy 
and in developing intimacy (Evans, 1996). 
The second hypothesis is that athletes who anticipate having a professional 
career are expected to have developed to a lower level in the task of establishing and 
clarifying purpose (PUR) than those who do not expect to be able to make a career out 
of their sport. Prior research has shown that athletes in the revenue producing sports of 
football and men’s basketball report to college with fewer and weaker academic skills 
than other athletes and non-athletes (Hurley, 1993), that they have less clarity in their 
academic and career goals, and that their drive to complete a degree is less than athletes 
in other sports (Kennedy & Dimick, 1987; Lewis, 1995; Pascarella & Smart, 1992; 
Pascarella et al, 1999). Furthermore, Lewis found that an emphasis on the athlete role, 
as opposed to the student role, as well as satisfaction with social interactions, do have an 
effect on the student-athletes in revenue sports but little effect on their nonrevenue 
counterparts. By senior year, but probably not until then, these student-athletes may be 
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asking “is there life following college athletics if you don’t make pro?” (Pinkerton, 
Hinz, & Barrow, 1989, p. 222). 
The next hypothesis is that student-athletes who play team sports are expected to 
be developed to a higher level than those who participate in individual sports in the task 
of developing mature interpersonal relationships (MIR). Chickering and Reisser (1993) 
discuss the importance of community in fostering development. Team membership can 
be similar to being part of a small community. Although a similar sense of camaraderie 
will develop whether the group is involved in an individual sport or a team sport, the 
added dimension of a team sport that “offers opportunities for collaboration and shared 
interests, for engaging in meaningful activities and facing common problems together” 
(Chickering & Reisser, 1993, p. 398) supports the notion that those athletes who play 
team sports will be more successful at working with others than those who participate in 
individual sports. Sowa and Gressard (1983) concluded that the independence and 
individuality, which is characteristic of developing mature relationships, may be 
“uncharacteristic of peer relationships in the athletic environment, especially in team 
sports” (p. 238). In a study which included basketball players and swimmers, 
Bredemeier and Shields (1986) found that both male and female basketball players, 
participating in a team sport, had lower levels of sport moral reasoning than swimmers, 
participating in an individual sport. They concluded that 
Swimming is a closed-skilled sport involving parallel performance in which 
little or no personal exchange occurs during actual competition; consequently, 
there is little possibility or necessity for moral exchange or negotiation. Open- 
skilled sports such as basketball require participants’ direct strategic interaction 
with one another and may necessitate the temporary suspension of typical moral 
obligations for the sake of mutually enjoyed competition (p. 15). 
The final hypothesis is that athletes who have obtained a higher GPA would be 
expected to have developed more completely than those with lower grades in the area of 
establishing and clarifying purpose (PUR). Hurley (1993) found that athletes with full 
scholarships had significantly lower GPAs than those who did not have a full 
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scholarship. Furthermore, those with lower GPAs tended to have a higher level of role 
conflict between being a student and an athlete, meaning that they could not engage in 
both roles effectively and tended to focus on being an athlete rather than on being a 
student. Finally, these athletes are less likely to prepare back-up career plans because 
they are too focused on the dream of becoming professional athletes. The reality is that 
an overwhelming percentage of these student-athletes never achieve their dream of 
fortune and fame through athletics (Parham, 1993). 
Following the analysis of these four hypotheses, there was invaluable data on the 
development of college student-athletes. This information will allow practitioners and 
researchers to see if student-athletes are developed in the same way and to the same 
degree as their non-athlete peers enabling us to develop effective programs and services 
for student-athletes. Finally, this research should help the student-athletes to be more 
successful while in college and after graduation. The related studies done by Sowa and 
Gressard (1983), Anotek (1989), Cornelius (1995), and Saidla et al. (1994) provide 
some important information about the experiences and development of college student- 
athletes. This study will be more current, and therefore reflect the most recent 
restrictions and regulations of the NCAA. In addition, the sample size of student- 
athletes in this study is considerably larger than that of any of the previously mentioned 
studies and will allow for comparisons within the student-athlete population. 
The next chapter will provide a review of the literature and research on student-athletes, 
psychosocial development of college students, and the SDTLI. The following chapter 
will discuss the research design methodology that was utilized in conducting this study 
as well as limitations of the study. The fourth chapter will discuss the research findings. 
The fifth and final chapter includes conclusions and suggestions for further research. 
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CHAPTER 2 
REVIEW OF RELATED RESEARCH AND LITERATURE 
The latter part of the 19th century has seen a growth in college athletics, both in 
its role on campus and in the money involved in it. The NCAA basketball tournament 
has grown from a field of eight teams in 1939 to sixty-four teams today, taking over 
most of the month of March 
(http://www.ncaachampionships.com/sports/bkm/i_fmal4.html). The television contract 
to show these games involves billions of dollars - CBS just agreed to pay $6 billion for 
11 years of rights to the tournament (Nocera, 2000)- both for the NCAA and the 
institutions playing in the tournament. There is no such tournament for football, but 
through a series of bowl games, a national champion can often be crowned. Again, 
huge contracts, as well as product endorsements, are involved. Furthermore, the net 
revenue of the football program at the University of Florida exceeds the gross revenue 
of all intercollegiate soccer programs combined, further emphasizing the enormity of 
some sports compared to others (Toma & Cross, 2000). These examples within 
basketball and football show the magnitude of these sports. Unfortunately, in this 
growth the individuals playing in these games, the student-athletes, are ignored. It 
seems as if they are being forgotten in the growth of the college athletics enterprise. 
This growth leads one to wonder if college athletics, in many sports, really just 
provides training camps for professional sports which are housed within institutions of 
higher education. Prior to World War II, “the athlete and the scholar were one in the 
same” (Harrison, 1981, p. 113), but with the changing nature of collegiate athletics, 
many of the student-athletes entering major colleges and universities possess minimal 
scholastic skills. Colleges and universities are then forced to foot the bill for four years 
of training for these athletes. With the responsibility for training college student- 
athletes, institutions also have a duty to educate these men and women. This includes 
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education both in and out of the classroom as well as assistance in the transition away 
from athletics, something a huge majority of intercollegiate athletes must face. 
In examining the education and development of college student-athletes, it is 
imperative to assess the similarities and differences within the student-athlete 
population. Those athletes playing football and basketball, where the greatest amount of 
revenue is, have very different experiences than student-athletes in other sports such as 
fencing and field hockey. When looking at football and basketball players at institutions 
such as Nebraska and Kentucky, 
it remains necessary to portray [them] as fundamentally similar to the essentially 
amateur golf and gymnastics teams at these schools - as well as to the experience 
of student-athletes at smaller schools - in order to justify the commercial 
extravaganza that is football and men’s basketball at the large institutions. 
(Toma & Cross, 2000, p. 407) 
Furthermore, women, whose sports receive much less emphasis, should, and do, have a 
greater focus on their education than men. 
This research hopes to show some of these dramatic differences within the 
student-athlete population. These are young people striving for excellence, working to 
be the best college student-athletes, but this is happening at the expense of other parts of 
their lives, including academics, relationships, and career planning and the development 
in these areas. College student-athletes, in general, possess competitiveness, “an 
attribute that internally and externally generates a reward system” (Harrison, 1981, p. 
113) which causes student-athletes to strive to excel. Unless they possess a natural 
scholastic aptitude, it is unlikely that academic performance can be of equal importance 
(Harrison). 
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College Student-Athletes 
Many youth in America dream about participating in professional sports. 
Unfortunately, the statistics are overwhelmingly against them in this pursuit; the odds 
are 10,000 to 1 that they will actually make it (Lapchick, 1988). Maybe even more 
startling is the fact that 99 out of 100 high school athletes will not even get the chance to 
play sports at a Division I college or university (Lapchick). According to Bailey and 
Littleton (1991), each year there are 415,000 high school seniors playing football and 
basketball, 20,250 freshmen making the football and basketball teams at NCAA 
institutions, 11,330 college and university seniors playing football and basketball, and 
finally, only 279 who make the cut for professional teams (p. 84). Yet with only about 
2% of college student-athletes making it to a professional level, Kennedy and Dimick 
(1987) still found an overwhelming 48% of collegiate basketball and football players in 
their study who expected to play professional sports. As Leonard (1996) says, “mobility 
via sports is an overly romanticized myth” (p. 289). 
College athletic programs have come under criticism because they “are not 
contributing to higher education’s mission” of teaching, research, and service (Gerdy, 
1997, p. 4). Rather, there is an “occupational atmosphere” in college athletics, much 
like professional sports, but on a smaller scale (Adler & Adler, 1991). Titles of books 
on the subject give some sense of the public perception of the problem: Athletics and 
academe: An anatomy of abuses and a prescription for reform (Bailey & Littleton, 1991) 
and On the mark: Putting the student back in student-athlete (Lapchick & Malekoff, 
1987) are just two that show the conflict that exists. Furthermore, some athletic 
directors and coaches refer to their teams as “entertainment” and “big business” (Thelin 
& Wiseman, 1989). Meanwhile, the student-athletes competing in these athletic events 
are often perceived as “dumb jocks” by other members of the campus community 
(Kennedy & Dimick, 1987), which makes it difficult for them to be taken seriously as 
students. 
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In contrast, some would argue that the only reputable intercollegiate athletic 
programs are those that resemble Division III and the Ivy League. Here scholarships are 
given only for need, not athletic ability, athletes normally are treated as students, and 
competition is generally regional rather than national in scope (Simon, p. 56). Even in 
these programs, student-athletes report dedicating more hours per week to their sport 
than any other group of students did to their extracurricular pursuits (Cantor & Prentice, 
1996). Richards and Aries (1999) found that participation in athletics at a Division III 
institution was associated with growth and did not impede academic achievement or 
campus involvement” (p. 217) and furthermore, that “success is indeed possible as both 
a student and an athlete at a Division III institution, that athletic participation need not 
interfere with involvement on campus, and that athletics can contribute to personal 
growth” (p. 217). 
Pascarella et al. (1999) studied the cognitive impacts of athletic participation. 
They conducted a three year, 18 institution study of both men and women. 
Comparisons were made, for men, between nonathletes, athletes in the revenue 
producing sports of basketball and football, and all other athletes. For women, 
comparisons were made between athletes and nonathletes. They found almost no 
difference between male athletes in sports other than basketball and football and non¬ 
athletes, leading them to conclude that “male intercollegiate athletes in nonrevenue 
producing sports derive as much cognitively out of college as do nonathletes” (p. 20). 
This same conclusion could be made about women as well. On the other hand, male 
football and basketball players were found to be at a disadvantage. Their cognitive 
skills and development were found to be lower than both nonathletes and athletes in 
other sports. These basketball and football players “are not receiving the same cognitive 
benefits from an undergraduate education as are other men” (p. 21). Furthermore, these 
differences are not limited to Division I, big-time athletics, but seem to apply in all 
types of institutions. 
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Adler and Adler (1991) used qualitative research to examine the lives of college 
basketball players from a sociological perspective. This research is some of the most in- 
depth and comprehensive about student-athletes from an insider’s viewpoint. Since one 
of the Adlers is an academic advisor to the team, they were able to use this official 
position to get inside the group and develop a rapport with the players. They write 
“From behind the scenes of this secret and celebrated arena, we document the 
experiences of college athletes, focusing on changes to their selves and identities over 
the course of their college years” (Adler & Adler, p. 25). 
Adler and Adler (1991) begin their discussion with the ways that high school 
basketball players were recruited to play in college. They divided them into three 
categories: inundated, sought, and overlooked. These three types of recruits had very 
different experiences that would later affect their attitudes and expectations. The 
inundated received an enormous amount of attention during the recruiting process. 
They had high hopes of making it to the NBA, but they knew that they would need to 
put some time in at college in order to make it. Most of the recruits were in the sought 
category. They looked at their athletic ability as a means of getting into college, 
although they still maintained some hopes of playing at a professional level. Finally, the 
overlooked recruits had lower athletic aspirations than their more sought after 
teammates. Some of these players had transferred from a junior college where they had 
played for a year or two. In addition to their recruiting status, some players, especially 
those from poor, ghetto backgrounds, saw college as a means of upward social mobility 
and pursued their athletic career for this reason. 
In Adler and Adler’s (1991) study, once these basketball players arrived on 
campus, the summer before their first year, basketball virtually took over their lives. 
They divided into four cliques. The first were the “bad niggas,” those believed to have 
the most heart, generally Black from working or lower classes (Adler & Adler, 1991, p. 
33). “Candy-asses” were also generally Black but from middle and upper classes. These 
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players craved the attention and approval of the coach (Adler & Adler, p. 34). The 
“whiners” were the third group. These players were also from the middle and upper 
classes and from both races. The “overriding trait they shared was their outspoken 
belief that they deserved more than they were getting: more playing time, more 
deference, more publicity” (Adler & Adler, p. 36). Finally, the “L-7s,” or squares, were 
a mixed group. Generally, they were rejected by other team members for their 
squareness (Adler & Adler, p. 38). The team tended to hang out based on these cliques, 
which were divided somewhat along racial lines and socioeconomic grounds as well as 
playing ability (Adler & Adler). The new players had contact with boosters almost 
immediately since the boosters were an important part of the athletic community. As 
the players would say, the boosters took on the role of “sugar daddies” (Adler & Adler, 
p. 65). They provided summer jobs for the team members and had them over to their 
homes for meals or just to visit. In addition, older players served as role models, 
advisors, and mentors for new players and socialized them to the ways of the college 
experience. In the end, those players who came to college hoping and thinking that it 
would broaden their horizons and future options found that it did just the opposite. 
They were not able to concentrate on anything other than basketball and found that 
“they ended up narrowing their selves enough that their more grandiose expectations 
were not met” (Adler & Adler, p. 230). Since student-athletes are made to feel like 
“dumb-jocks,” many will take on this persona and deemphasize academics in order to 
devote more time to athletics (Lewis, 1993, p. 195). 
The Student-Athlete and the Institution 
The literature (Rhatigan, 1984; Adler & Adler, 1991; Gerdy, 1997) suggests that 
college student-athletes may be getting the short end of the deal that exists between the 
athlete and the institution. The agreements between these two parties say that if the 
student-athlete performs athletically, he will have a legitimate opportunity to earn a 
“meaningful degree and well-rounded college experience” (Gerdy, 1997, p. 57). As 
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Adler and Adler (1991) indicated, freshmen student-athletes believed that they would go 
to class and do their work and, without any major problems, they would graduate and 
get their degrees. In reality, in order to receive their scholarships, student-athletes are 
required to miss 15 to 20% of their class work in order to travel (Rhatigan, 1984). 
Their basketball affairs were so much more immediately pressing, not only in 
the abstract, but due to the presence of others making specific demands on them, 
that it was easy for them to relegate all other areas to the realm of unimportance. 
Their scholarships demanded that they put their athletic responsibilities first, yet 
this had profound consequences for their selves. (Adler & Adler, p. 167) 
The fact that institutions need to win games in order to make money to support the 
budget is often in conflict with the social and academic needs of the student-athlete 
(Gerdy). The dual pressures to succeed both academically and athletically, and to serve 
the twin masters of academics and athletics can result in conflict among college athletes 
(Hurley, 1993; Mihalich, 1984). In many instances, the athletic role is more appealing 
because of its social dimension. Athletics gives “students the opportunity to share 
experiences with their teammates and to work toward common goals” (Cantor & 
Prentice, 1996, p.5). A system needs to be in place that gives student-athletes every 
chance to succeed, while recognizing an institution’s need for money to survive 
(Rhatigan). It is still unclear whether this is possible. 
The athletic department holds authority over the athletic component of a student- 
athlete’s life, which is appropriate. In many instances, the athletic department also 
exerts control over the academic and social components of the students’ lives as well 
(Adler & Adler, 1991). This can be characterized as “institutional powerlessness” 
because the coaches control nearly all aspects of their lives and neither the student- 
athlete nor the institution has any real power (Adler & Adler, p. 224). This makes it 
virtually impossible for a student-athlete to have a well-balanced educational experience 
(Gerdy, 1997). In addition, it can lead to feelings of isolation or estrangement for the 
student-athletes (Parham, 1993). They have very little contact with non-athletes and are 
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out of touch with campus life, and although this has improved since the NCAA 
eliminated all athletic dormitories, the problem of isolation has not gone away (Stone & 
Strange, 1989). Athletes still tend to live together and will often take classes with 
professors who are “friends of the program” or athletic supporters (Adler & Adler). 
Often, the student-athletes become commodities of the athletic department and the 
institution and there are “incentives to ‘keep players eligible’ by looking past behavioral 
problems and academic shortcomings” (Toma & Cross, 2000, p. 425). Institutional 
myths and stereotypes about student-athletes are pervasive, leading fellow students to 
view them as either the campus heroes or the campus idiots, more commonly thought of 
as dumb jocks. (Engstrom & Sedlacek, 1991). Furthermore, many student-athletes are 
demographically isolated from other students by racial and socioeconomic barriers 
(Adler & Adler). Athletes who struggle financially often report feeling frustrated, 
trapped, and exploited (Parham). Finally, student-athletes have expressed 
dissatisfaction due to their lack of interaction with other students and this has been 
found to have a negative effect on academic performance. This suggests a need to 
improve the student-athlete’s social environment while in college (Lewis, 1993). 
In the early 1990s, the Knight Foundation sponsored a commission on 
intercollegiate athletics. Three reports on college sports reform were produced by this 
commission between 1991 and 1995. Four initial recommendations were made: 
I. Presidential control - Trustees should endorse and reaffirm Presidential authority in 
the governance of athletics. 
II. Academic integrity to embrace a “No Pass, No Play” philosophy. Initial eligibility 
requirements need to be strengthened and athletic scholarships should last for a five- 
year period rather than for four years. 
III. Financial integrity - Athletic costs should be reduced and grants for student-athletes 
should cover the full cost of attendance for even the very needy. In addition, the 
formula for sharing revenue from the NCAA basketball tournament should be reviewed. 
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IV. Certification - Universities should undertake annual, comprehensive, policy audits 
for their athletic programs. 
The first report in 1991 (Reports of Knight Commission, 1993) emphasized the 
importance of the President’s role in reform. The “one-plus-three” model is proposed 
where the one, presidential control, is directed toward the three, academic integrity, 
financial integrity, and certification (p. II). One area particularly susceptible to abuse is 
recruiting. On some campuses, the cost of recruiting a few basketball players exceeds 
the cost of recruiting the rest of the freshman class (Knight Commission). This is not 
fair to either group. 
By the time that the 1992 report was written (March, 1992), a number of changes 
had been made at the 1992 NCAA convention, one of the most significant to date. 
Actions at the convention which impacted the education of the whole student included: 
• Satisfactory progress in degree requirements, meaning that Division I student-athletes 
must have completed 25, 50, and 75 percent of their course requirements in order to 
compete in their third, fourth, and fifth years of enrollment, respectively. 
• Satisfactory progress in Grade Point Average, meaning that entering their third and 
fourth years of enrollment, Division I student-athletes must have a GPA of 90 and 95 
percent, respectively, of the minimum cumulative GPA required to graduate. 
• Satisfactory progress in school year, meaning that Division I and II student-athletes 
must take three-quarters of their courses during the regular academic year. (Knight 
Commission, 1992). 
In the spring of 2000, there is talk of reconvening the Knight Commission to begin new 
discussions on reform in athletics. 
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Women Student-Athletes 
Women student-athletes face even more challenges than do men, especially in 
terms of continued participation. They are more likely to question the time and energy 
demands as well as the sacrifices associated with sports participation since they have 
very little hope of professional careers (Blinde, 1989a). Therefore, with fewer 
opportunities for continued participation, women are more likely to “retire” from 
competitive sport following their college careers, although most men are forced into 
“retirement” also (Blinde, p. 37). The positive side of this is that the concept of a 
student-athlete as a student first and athlete second is far more evident in women’s than 
in men’s programs (West, 1984). West notes that female athletes tend to earn higher 
grade point averages than their male counterparts and the general student population. 
They also have higher retention and graduation rates than their male counterparts and 
the general student population (West). In addition, Pascarella et al (1999) found that 
there was very little difference in the cognitive development of women student-athletes 
and non-athletes. Today, there are an increasing number of opportunities for women to 
continue their athletic pursuits, such as the Women’s NBA, and the National Women’s 
Soccer team; it will be important to watch the development of these new associations 
and competitions and see how they affect the development of women. They are giving 
greater prominence to women’s athletics and may lead more women to think that they 
can have a career as athletes. 
Blinde (1989b) points out four types of exploitations of women student-athletes. 
The first is academic. Blinde defines this as when an athlete is “deprived of or impeded 
from pursuing the desired or expected benefits of a college education” (p. 112). Since 
women traditionally have fewer professional or post-college sport opportunities, the 
college degree and college education become more important in terms of career 
advancement. The second type of exploitation is social. Blinde (1989b) acknowledges 
that “athletes may not have opportunities to pursue activities that lead to the 
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development of diverse interests and well-rounded individuals” (p. 114). College 
student-athletes often find themselves socially isolated from the rest of the student body, 
leading to the development of a peer subculture that is often anti-intellectual in nature. 
Physical exploitation is the third type. This occurs because student-athletes are often 
forced to sacrifice long term health in favor of short term competitive goals. This 
involves both the handling of injuries and training as well as the imposition of weight 
limitations. In some sports, such as crew, gymnastics, and track, women are forced to 
keep their weight at a certain level, often leading to eating disorders or other forms of 
physical abuse. The final type of exploitation is emotional and psychological. Athletes 
often find themselves in overprotective environments with limited input, rather than 
being treated like adults (Blinde, 1989b). In Blinde’s study, coaches were accused of 
keeping track of the personal lives of athletes outside of the sport context. Furthermore, 
male coaches were, at times, found to be “condescending, intimidating, and coddling” in 
their interactions with women athletes (Blinde, 1989b, p. 117). Although none of these 
forms of exploitation is unique to women, men do not have the lower status of women, 
especially in the world of sports. 
Sports was found to have facilitated the development of qualities such as bodily 
competence, perceptions of competent self, and the adoption of a proactive approach to 
life for women (Blinde, Taub, & Han, 1993, 1994). In addition, sports facilitates 
interactions and relationships among women athletes in two ways: female bonding and 
development of group identity and common goals (Blinde, daub, & Han, 1994). 
Finally, the overall conservative value climate of the sport environment promotes 
athletes’ adherence to rules and authority as well as restricting their display of activism. 
This type of environment encourages athletes to seek individual rather than structural 
solutions to problems, leading to a sense of empowerment (Blinde, Taub, & Han, 1994). 
Petrie and Stoever (1997) conducted research on the academic and nonacademic 
predictors of female student-athletes’ academic performance. They studied 171 female 
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student-athletes in volleyball and soccer at 12 Division I-A institutions. Their sample 
included 45 freshmen and 107 upper-level students. Three different instruments were 
used in this study. These were the Life Events Survey for Collegiate Athletics (LESCA) 
to assess the impact of life stressors; the Sport Completion Anxiety Test - Adult 
(SCAT-A); and the Social Support Inventory (SSI). The athletic department’s academic 
advisor provided the researchers with the GPA for fall and spring semesters, the number 
of hours taken during each semester, and the SAT score at time of admission (Petrie & 
Stoever, p. 602). They found that freshmen had lower levels of negative life stress, 
such as failing an exam or discrimination from coaches/teammates, and higher levels of 
positive life stress than upperclass athletes. More importantly, none of the nonacademic 
variables was related to the student-athletes’ academic performance for either freshmen 
or upperclassmen. They were able to conclude that “strong social support systems have 
a positive correlation to academic success” (Petrie & Stoever, p. 605). 
Transition Issues 
Of all the developmental issues facing student-athletes, the termination of their 
athletic career may present the greatest challenges (Parham, 1993). Termination is, in 
almost all cases, inevitable and can be due to any number of reasons, including injury, 
being cut from a team, or graduation. This experience forces the athletes to come to 
grips with how intimately connected they have been with the world of athletics and their 
role as athletes (Pinkerton, Hinz, & Barrow, 1989). It seems as if no amount of 
preparation or foresight can prepare athletes for the end of their athletic career (Parham), 
although developmentally, it is beneficial to the student-athlete for the institution to 
have transition-oriented programs in place (Pearson & Petitpas, 1990). Some argue that 
most athletes, both male and female, go through some sort of stages of grief, similar to 
those experienced after a death. This is attributable to the fact that these college 
students are losing their primary means of self-fulfillment and there may be nothing to 
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fill this void (Parham). They are used to excelling in the role of an athlete, and they are 
likely to be average in other roles, including that of student (Pinkerton et al.). 
Some institutions have well-developed programs in place through their career 
services programs or counseling departments in order to help student-athletes with the 
transition from high school to college and from college and athletics to work. As 
Brown and Bohac (1997) stated, “ideally, career strategies and interventions should 
involve a broadening of self-awareness relative to talents, values, abilities, and interests, 
as well as exposure to role models” (p. 671). Their study examined the career center at 
Texas A&M University which has a full-time staff member whose charge is to identify 
and address the career needs of student-athletes. Contact is made during the first year 
and a very thorough course entitled “Career Awareness for Student-Athletes” is offered 
for sophomores (Brown & Bohac). In addition to career services programs, colleges and 
universities need to have programs in place to assist student-athletes with their study 
skills (Lanning, 1982). “Having some time set aside each day to study, does not mean 
that athletes know how to study or that they can study adequately in the time allowed” 
(Lanning, p. 21); therefore, services need to be in place to ensure that athletes are using 
this time effectively. In addition, career counseling programs, especially for first year 
athletes, “may help to expand the male athletic identity to incorporate realistic career 
alternatives congruent with their self-concepts” (Nelson, 1982, p. 39). 
Martens and Cox (2000) studied the career development in college varsity 
athletes. In addition to comparing athletes to nonathletes, they hypothesized that 
1) within the student-athlete population, differences in career development will emerge 
across sport and 2) “levels of athletic identity and sport commitment will be associated 
with athletes’ career development” (p. 173). Using three instruments, My Vocational 
Situation (MVS), the Athletic Identity Measurement Scale (AIMS), and the Sport 
Commitment Scale (SCS), they found significant differences between athletes and 
nonathletes on the measures of career development. Due to the low numbers of 
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responses in some sports, comparisons were made using only football, swimming, track 
and field, and softball. There were no significant differences found on the career 
development measures among these sports. It is believed that due to time constraints 
and the highly structured lives of student-athletes, they may not have exposure and 
access to sources of occupational information available to them at the university. In 
addition, student-athletes may be perceived as having a high level of vocational identity 
even if they think that they will continue in their sport since they can “articulate a 
specific career goal and interest” (p. 178). On the other hand, their level of career 
maturity would be low because the probability of a professional sports career is so low. 
This information needs to be taken into account when developing transition programs 
for student-athletes. 
Jordan and Denson (1990) describe a program called Student Services for 
Athletes (SSA). SSA tries to provide existing student services to student-athletes at 
times and locations that are more convenient for them. It has four primary areas: 
academic monitoring, consultation services with the university community, outreach 
through workshops and special programs, and personal counseling. One feature of the 
SSA that helps it to be successful is that it is housed within the Center for Counseling 
and Student Development, not in the Department of Intercollegiate Athletics, and it is 
staffed primarily by counseling psychologists. The staff have been able to develop 
positive working relationships with coaches and other athletic administrators and they 
spend time going to games and practices in order to strengthen relationships with 
coaches and athletes. 
Greendorfer and Blinde (1985) conducted a study of 1,123 former intercollegiate 
athletes, 427 men and 697 women. These athletes were all from the Big Ten 
conference. The men had completed their eligibility between 1970 and 1980 and the 
women had competed in various varsity sports between 1976 and 1982. This study 
found that 75% of them were still participating in the sport at some level. Furthermore, 
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sport continued to be an important element in the lives of a majority of these athletes. 
This study also found that athletes were able to reprioritize their interests during college; 
sports became much less of a priority from freshman to senior year, and at the same time 
that sports were declining in importance, education and social life Were both gaining 
(Greendorfer & Blinde). 
Recommendations 
There are many recommendations made in the literature to improve the 
experiences of student-athletes and to promote development. Much of the older 
literature recommended the elimination of athletic dormitories in order to lessen the 
sense of isolation felt by student-athletes (Bailey & Littleton, 1991). Some researchers 
and administrators believe that first year students should not be eligible to compete, but 
rather the first year should be devoted to academic pursuits and to making the transition 
to college (Bailey & Littleton). This proposal is gaining new momentum from the 
NCAA Division I Working Group to Study Basketball Issues, which supports not 
permitting freshmen to play basketball (Suggs, 1999). Along the same line of thinking, 
Gerdy (1997) recommends that student-athletes be guaranteed a four-year scholarship 
that is dependent upon academic performance. This would exhibit a greater institutional 
commitment to the student, as opposed to the athlete, than the current one-year 
scholarship renewable at the discretion of the coach. In addition, it would require a 
greater academic commitment from the student. Currently, the Southeastern Conference 
is proposing to penalize teams by reducing their scholarship allotment when players 
flunk out (Suggs, 1999). This would force athletic departments to make sure that 
student athletes do well academically as well as athletically. 
The NCAA has two programs which support student-athletes in their academic 
pursuits as well as promote their overall development. The first is degree-completion 
grants “to assist student-athletes who have exhausted their eligibility for institutional 
financial aid” (http://www.ncaa.org/about/programs.html, 1999). Student-athletes must 
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have completed their eligibility at a Division I member institution and be within 30 
semester hours of their degree requirements. Grant recipients may be funded for a 
maximum of five semesters on a part-time basis or two semesters on a full-time basis. 
This program should be expanded and universities should support their own programs 
like this. The NCAA has also established the “CHAMPS/Life Skills” (Challenging 
Athletes Minds for Personal Success) program which is a student support system 
designed to focus on the student-athlete as a whole: academics, athletics, personal 
development, service, and career development (Gerdy, 1997; Hendricks, 1998; 
http://www.ncaa.org/edout/champs_lifeskills/program.html, 2000). This comprehensive 
program provides services and educational experiences “to develop well-balanced 
lifestyles for student-athletes; to encourage growth in decision-making, planning and 
fulfillment of career and life goals; and to enhance the quality of the student-athlete 
experience within the university setting” (Henricks, 1998, p.l). This is a valuable tool 
for institutions that are concerned about the services they are offering to student athletes. 
This type of program is important for both male and female student-athletes. 
CHAMPS/Life skills is a relatively new program, started in 1994, and is not in place at 
the University of Massachusetts, so its impact will not be felt in this study. 
Student Development Theory 
Background 
Moore and Upcraft (1990) define in loco parentis, or acting in place of parents, 
as the first student development theory, although it may be more accurately defined as a 
de facto student development theory. Today, theories that describe college students can 
be separated into four clusters: a) psychosocial theories; b) cognitive-structural theories, 
c) typological models; and d) person-environment interaction models (Pascarella & 
Terenzini, 1991). These will be described in greater detail later in this chapter. In 
addition to describing human behavior, explaining, predicting, and generating new 
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knowledge and research, theory also assists us in assessing practice (McEwen, 1996). 
Theories are one tool that may allow us to influence future outcomes, an important part 
of student affairs work (Moore & Upcraft). Theories do not tell us everything that is 
happening in the life of a student, and it is always important to remember to look at each 
student as an individual, but when used correctly, theories provide a framework from 
which to look at and work with students. 
As it is used in the Student Personnel Point of View (American Council on 
Education, 1937,1949), student development is synonymous with student affairs’ central 
educational value, concern for the development of the whole student. In a more literal 
definition, student development involves characterizing what development means and 
then applying this newly defined concept to a student. According to Rodgers (1990), 
“student development comprises the ways that a student grows, progresses, or increases 
his or her developmental capacities as a result of enrollment in an institution of higher 
education” (p. 27). It is also used to describe the body of research and theories on late- 
adolescent and adult development. Finally, student development can be looked at as a 
philosophy, specifically the philosophy behind much of student affairs work. A 
knowledge of developmental theory allows practitioners to identify and address student 
needs, design programs, and develop policies which create an environment that 
encourages growth in students (Evans, Forney, & Guido-DiBrito, 1998). It can serve as 
the ideological basis for both educational and social programs and services for students. 
This might involve offering programs on healthy relationships, living with a roommate, 
or test taking skills for first year students. Programs for seniors might include resume 
writing techniques, career preference inventories for those who do not know what kind 
of job they want, and sessions on the transition from college to a more independent 
lifestyle. 
Flistorically, student development theories, and psychosocial development 
theories in general, were based on observations of and research on men. This includes 
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the work of Erikson (1950) on identity development, Perry (1970) on cognitive 
development, and Kohlberg (1971) on moral development. From the experience of 
men, theories were established which were then applied to all college students. As 
Belenky, Clinchy, Goldberger, & Tarule (1986) have said, “development theory has 
established men’s experiences and competence as a baseline against which men’s and 
women’s development is then judged, often to the detriment of misreading women” 
(p. 7). Women were often believed to develop more slowly or even incorrectly because 
the basis for what was “right” in terms of development was male. For example, when 
Erikson saw adolescent females defining their identity through relationships with others, 
he concluded that they deviated from the normal pattern because they confused identity 
with intimacy (Chickering & Reisser, 1993). More recently, women have been studied 
in order to develop more accurate theories. Some of the more notable theorists who 
have looked at women are Gilligan (1982), who looked at moral reasoning and 
development, Belenky et al., who studied intellectual development, and Josselson 
(1987), who examined identity development (Maier, 1998). These theorists, and others, 
have allowed us to embrace the differences in women’s development, such as the 
importance of care and connectedness (Gilligan) rather than believe that these 
developmental characteristics are secondary. 
Types of theories 
Psychosocial development theory. One of the four types of theories used to 
describe college students is psychosocial theory. Psychosocial theory explores the 
personal and interpersonal aspects of college students’ lives (Evans, 1996). This group 
includes theories that view individual development essentially as a process that involves 
the accomplishment of a series of developmental tasks (Pascarella & Terenzini, 1991). 
Psychosocial theorists tend to suggest that development follows a chronological 
sequence, at certain times of life, particular facets of the personality will emerge 
as a central concern which must be addressed. However, the particular timing 
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and ways in which the concerns are addressed is heavily influenced by the 
society and culture in which the individual lives. (Knefelkamp, Widick, & 
Parker, 1978, p. xi) 
Using this approach, it would follow that the particular college that students attends 
should have an impact on their development and if they were attending a different 
institution their psychosocial development would probably be different. 
Most of the work of psychosocial theorists is based on the research done by Erik 
Erikson. He found that development occurs over a series of eight, age-linked, 
sequential stages that arise during each individual’s lifetime, and that development 
occurs due to the handling of crises. The eight stages are infancy, early childhood, play 
age, school age, adolescence, young adulthood, adulthood, and old age (Erikson, 1982). 
These eight stages of development correspond directly with the eight crises listed below. 
The resolution of each crisis “results in the emergence of a basic strength or ego quality 
(from hope to wisdom)” (Erikson, p. 80). Erikson describes the psychosocial crises and 
the emerging ego qualities as follows: 
I. Basic trust vs. Basic mistrust. Hope. 
II. Autonomy vs. Shame, Doubt. Will. 
III. Initiative vs. Guilt. Purpose. 
IV. Industry vs. Inferiority. Competence. 
V. Identity vs. Identity confusion. Fidelity. 
VI. Intimacy vs. Isolation. Love. 
VII. Generativity vs. Stagnation. Care. 
VIII. Integrity vs. Despair, disgust. Wisdom. 
Although Erikson did not specifically address issues relating to college students, these 
eight stages cover the entire lifetime and college age falls somewhere between young 
adulthood and adulthood, which correspond with crises VI and VII (Evans, 1996, 
Pascarella & Terenzini, 1991). 
32 
James Marcia (1966) operationalizes Erikson’s concept of ego identity 
(Josselson, 1987; Knefelkamp, Widick, & Parker, 1978). Marcia looked at the study of 
identity formation as a dynamic process. Following on Erikson’s idea of crisis leading 
to commitment, Marcia believed that the young person must consider options of 
occupation and ideology and then make commitments at the end of adolescence. These 
commitments become the core of the new identity. The identity-achieved, or those who 
have reached the highest level of identity development, are those who have 
“experienced a crisis period and [are] committed to an occupation and ideology” 
(Marcia, p. 551). On the other hand, the identity-diffused subject “may or may not have 
experienced a crisis period; his hallmark is a lack of commitment” (Marcia, p. 552). In 
addition, there are two intermediate possibilities. Those who have foreclosed identities 
have not experienced a crisis, but they express commitment. This commitment is based 
on their family values and childhood beliefs. Finally, there are those who “are in the 
crisis period with commitments rather vague; he is distinguished from the identity- 
diffusion subject by the appearance of an active struggle to make commitments” 
(Marcia, p. 552). 
Cognitive-structural theory. The next cluster of the theories are the cognitive- 
structural theories which are based on the work of Jean Piaget (1964). Some of the 
theorists included in the cognitive-structural group are Kohlberg (1969), Loevinger 
(1976), and Perry (1970). Cognitive-structural theorists attempt to describe the 
increasing degrees of complexity with which individuals make meaning of their 
experiences with moral questions, questions of knowing and valuing, questions of faith, 
and questions of what is self and object. Cognitive -structural theorists see 
development as “a sequence of irreversible stages involving shifts in the process by 
which individuals perceive and reason about their world” (Knefelkamp, Widick, & 
Parker, 1978, p. xii). It is only in the past ten years that some researchers have 
examined differences in cognitive-structural development based on gender and cultural 
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differences (Rodgers, 1990). Knefelkamp et al. (1978) note that psychosocial theories 
and cognitive-structural theories are complementary because “one describes what 
students will be concerned about and what decisions will be primary; the other suggests 
how students will think about those issues and what shifts in reasoning will occur” (p. 
xii). In other words, psychosocial theory studies what choices students are making and 
how they go about making those decisions, while cognitive-structuralist theories looks 
at how students change the way they reason and make decisions. Therefore, these two 
types of theories are best used in conjunction with one another because they each help to 
clarify the other. 
Typology theory. Typology theories focus on individual differences and how 
they interact with and affect development. Some of these differences include ethnic 
background, temperament, and cognitive style (Knefelkamp, Widick, & Parker, 1978). 
Each typology model focuses on the development of specific personality types, with 
each type interacting with and affecting the environment differently. These models 
emphasize distinctive but stable differences between individuals and categorize people 
into groups based on these characteristics. Typology models may focus on cognitive 
style, learning style, maturity level and personal style, personality or sociodemographic 
traits (Knefelkamp et al.; Pascarella & Terenzini, 1991). The most widely used 
typology model in student affairs is the Myers-Briggs Type Indicator (MBTI) (Rodgers, 
1990). This looks at personal preferences in behaviors and attitudes and can be useful 
when working with students in career counseling, residence halls, and academic 
advising as well as in seeing how groups work together. Another example of a typology 
model is Heath’s (1964) personality typologies that integrate developmental level or 
maturity with temperamental style or personality. Heath focuses on the need for support 
and challenges in order to encourage growth in students (Knefelkamp, Parker, & 
Widick, 1978). 
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Person-environment theory. Finally, the person-environment interaction models 
assert the important link between the maturational process of college students and their 
environment. The campus ecology is examined in the context of the development of 
students. These models attempt to explain human behavior while providing 
frameworks for thinking about the effects of college and changes in students as well as 
the impact of faculty and the curriculum on students (Huebner & Lawson, 1990; 
Pascarella & Terenzini, 1991). Some of the environmental factors that impact students 
include the heterogeneity or homogeneity of the population, meaning how diverse or 
similar the student body is; the levels of support, such as care and empathy, and 
challenge- or stress-producing experiences in the environment; and the social support 
or friendships and social ties developed (Huebner & Lawson, 1990). This is where the 
“type” of college impacts the development of college students. Although it is still 
unclear which environmental factors have the greatest impact on student growth, it is 
clear that they do influence it and should be acknowledged, not ignored. 
Psychosocial Development 
This research project will use psychosocial theory in order to evaluate the 
development of college-student athletes. This study seeks to examine the out of 
classroom and out of sport development of the student-athletes and psychosocial theory 
is a useful tool for doing this because it examines many dimensions of the development 
which should take place during the college years. It has been used extensively in 
research on college students, in a variety of settings, with numerous samples, including 
student-athletes. In addition, in looking for ways to compare large groups of student- 
athletes to one another, the use of psychosocial theory will be the most effective. 
Psychosocial development theory could be used in conjunction with other types of 
theories also, but in this case it will be used by itself. 
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Erikson 
Eric Erikson was the first theorist to look at personality development in a social 
context and to define the identity development of youth (Moore & Upcraft, 1990). 
Nevitt Sanford (1962) was the first theorist to concentrate on the thinking, feeling, and 
behaving in college students. He proposed that colleges should foster development by 
providing an empowering balance of challenge and support. Arthur Chickering probably 
made the greatest impact on psychosocial theory with his classic work, Education and 
Identity (1969), and he is the best known student development theorist today. His work 
focused solely on the experiences and development of college students and examined 
many important components of the college experience. Ruthellen Josselson (1987) has 
made the greatest contribution to the research on the identity development of women 
through her longitudinal study of the identity formation. 
In order to understand what is meant by the psychosocial development of college 
students, and specifically student-athletes, it is necessary to understand what is meant by 
Chickering’s vectors. The Student Development Task and Lifestyle Inventory (SDTLI), 
the assessment tool used in this study, is based on Chickering’s vectors. 
Chickering 
Arthur Chickering conducted his research that led to the original seven vectors 
of identity development in the 1960s and Education and Identity was published in 1969. 
The seven vectors, which are meant to serve as a map to help determine where students 
are and where they are heading, were developed based on the synthesis of the work of 
other researchers examining college students as well as the results of Chickering’s 
research in “The Project on Student Development in Small Colleges.” The book was 
revised in 1993 with some changes in the vectors based on more current research. 
Chickering’s theory assumes that emotional, interpersonal, and ethical 
development deserve equal billing with intellectual development (Chickering & Reisser, 
1993). Although Chickering and Reisser acknowledge the limitations of a sequential 
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model, the theory is presented as one in order to suggest that certain building blocks 
make good foundations. In other words, these vectors do not need to occur in order, but 
the more basic ones, such as developing competence and managing emotions, occur 
earlier and some of the more complex ones, such as establishing identity and developing 
integrity, are expected to occur later. The vectors, as described in the 1993 edition of 
Education and Identity are 
1) Developing competence - intellectual, physical and manual, and interpersonal 
development during college. “Students’ overall sense of competence increases as they 
leam to trust their abilities, receive accurate feedback from others, and integrate their 
skills into a stable self-assurance” (p. 46). 
2) Managing emotions - the critical task here is not to eliminate emotions but allow 
them into awareness and acknowledge them as signals. In this vector, students “must 
leam to balance self-assertive tendencies, which involve some sort of aggressiveness or 
defensiveness, with participatory tendencies, which involve transcending the boundaries 
of the individual self, identifying or bonding with another, or feeling part of a larger 
whole” (p. 47). 
3) Moving through autonomy toward interdependence - in the first edition of the book, 
this vector was called developing autonomy. It involves learning to function with 
relative self-sufficiency, taking responsibility for pursuing self-chosen goals, and being 
less bound by the opinions of others. “Developing autonomy culminates in the 
recognition that one cannot operate in a vacuum and that greater autonomy enables 
healthier forms of interdependence” (p. 47). 
4) Developing mature interpersonal relationships - This involves tolerance and 
appreciation of others as well as developing a capacity for intimacy. The goal is 
interdependence between equals. 
5) Establishing identity - the ability to do this depends on achieving development in the 
areas of the previous vectors. It involves seven areas: 
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1) comfort with body and appearance, 2) comfort with gender and sexual 
orientation, 3) sense of self in a social, historical, and cultural context, 
4) clarification of self-concept through roles and life-style, 5) sense of self in 
response to feedback from valued others, 6) self-acceptance and self-esteem, 
and 7) personal stability and integration, (p. 49) 
6) Developing purpose - this entails an increasing ability “to be intentional, to assess 
interests and options, to clarify goals, to make plans, and to persist despite obstacles” (p. 
50). Three major elements are integrated: vocational plans and aspirations, personal 
interests and goals, and interpersonal commitments. 
7) Developing integrity - this final vector involves three sequential but overlapping 
stages. These are 
1) humanizing values - shifting away from automatic application of 
uncompromising beliefs and using principled thinking in balancing one’s own 
self-interest with the interests of one’s fellow human beings, 2) personalizing 
values - consciously affirming core values and beliefs while respecting other 
points of view, and 3) developing congruence - matching personal values with 
socially responsible behavior, (p. 51) 
Chickering (1969) found that development, such as that described by these 
vectors, is fostered when students feel they are part of a community. The sense of 
belonging fostered by a community encourages development. For optimum 
development, the community should have five characteristics that are most typically 
found in groups such as a residence hall floor, a fraternity or sorority, or an athletic 
team. The first is that it encourages regular interaction between students and provides a 
foundation for relationships. The second is that it offers opportunities for collaboration 
and shared interests as well as engaging in meaningful activities. Next, it is small 
enough so that everyone feels like they matter to the community. Fourth, it includes 
people from diverse backgrounds. Finally, it serves as a reference group with 
boundaries for what is good and bad (Chickering & Reisser, 1993). It is important to 
note that these same types of groups can also foster negative behavior in students, 
primarily due to peer pressure. Therefore, growth and development do not always result 
from of participation as is evident in the experiences and development of student- 
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athletes. On the other hand, if students were not members of these types of 
communities or groups on campus, they would miss some important opportunities for 
development. 
Chickering has come to be the most well-known psychosocial theorist to look at 
college students. His work has contributed enormously to the student affairs profession. 
The seven vectors provide a useful framework from which to look at college student 
development. However, they should not be the only tools used and it is still imperative 
to remember to look at each student as an individual, not as a vector. Keeping this in 
mind, Chickering offers some insight that is useful for this study of the development of 
student-athletes. 
Student Athletes 
In the context of the developmental life cycle, intercollegiate athletes and their 
non-athlete peers share very similar profiles. Each struggles with the same 
developmental issues and both groups are challenged to resolve their age- and stage- 
appropriate developmental tasks in ways that will promote their emotional health and 
maturity (Parham, 1993). 
In reality, high profile competition, such as in large football and basketball 
programs, has little to do with student development, but must be justified in those terms 
(Toma & Cross, 2000). In fact, success on the field is the guiding force for these teams. 
Since athletic participation becomes more like a job than an extracurricular activity, 
both the academic and social experiences of student-athletes are impacted. Student- 
athletes often take “athlete-friendly” courses and choose majors in such departments. 
Coaches control nearly every aspect of these young people’s lives, giving them little 
chance to learn self-sufficiency or to develop in other ways typical of the college years. 
Although there are many shared developmental challenges among all college 
students, student-athletes face additional and different challenges due to this role in their 
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lives (Parham, 1993), which is what led to the need to analyze the development of 
college student-athletes. Parham (p. 412) identifies six additional challenges faced by 
student-athletes. These are: 
A) learning to balance athletics and academics 
B) adapting to isolation from social and more “mainstream” pressures 
C) managing success or lack thereof 
D) attending to their own physical health so as to minimize injury 
E) satisfying multiple relationships, including those having to do with coaches, 
parents, friends, and community 
F) terminating an athletic career and finding other activities in which they will 
find similar satisfaction. 
Each of these challenges can be very time consuming and it is almost impossible to face 
all of them successfully while in college. In addition, athletes in different sports will 
face these challenges at differing times in their career. For example, football players 
may have contact with boosters from their first day on campus, while swimmers may 
never see evidence of community or alumni support. Similarly, players in a successful 
men’s basketball program need to learn to juggle the press and their hero status, while a 
track star is likely to go unacknowledged in even the school newspaper. 
Student Development Task and Lifestyle Inventory 
The Student Development Task and Lifestyle Inventory (SDTL1) and its 
predecessors have been used in a number of studies of college student-athletes (Anotek, 
1989; Cornelius, 1995; Saidla, Dare, Modica-Tumer, Smith, & Staton-McGraw, 1994; 
Sowa & Gressard, 1983), as well as on other college student populations (Williams & 
Winston, 1985; Pope, 1998; Sheehan & Pearson, 1995). It has proven to be an effective 
instrument for assessing development based on Chickering’s vectors, although it only 
assesses development based on three of the seven vectors. The SDTLI is one of the few 
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instruments available which evaluates psychosocial development on a broad scale. 
Other instruments, such as the Career Development Inventory, the Mines-Jenson 
Interpersonal Relationships Inventory, or the Iowa Developing Autonomy Inventory, 
only examine narrow dimensions of psychosocial development. The SDTLI was 
selected for use in this study because of its proven ability to assess the psychosocial 
development of college students, using Chickering’s vectors which are the most 
universal assessment of psychosocial development, and specifically college-student 
athletes. 
Prior Student-Athlete Studies 
Sowa and Gressard’s (1983) study comparing student-athletes to non-student- 
athletes was one of the first to use the Student Development Task Inventory (SDTI), one 
of the predecessors to the SDTLI. This study involved 91 students, 48 athletes and 43 
nonathletes. A 2X2 design was used to compare athletes to nonathletes and males to 
females. Significant differences were found between athletes and nonathletes on three 
subscales: educational plans, career plans, and mature relationships with peers. Sowa 
and Gressard made a number of observations based on these differences. One was that 
“the suggestibility or coachability of a player that aids the individual in athletic 
participation may cause difficulty for the athlete in developing individual purpose” (p. 
238). In the area of developing mature relationships with peers, the SDTI defines this as 
a shift toward greater independence and individuality. As Sowa and Gressard point out, 
“this independence may be uncharacteristic of peer relationships in the athletic 
environment, especially in team sports, and may not be a sign of developmental 
immaturity” (p. 238). Finally, the authors point out that the time spent in sports-related 
activities, especially at the high school level, may inhibit the development of skills such 
as career and educational planning as well as limit future planning. This makes the 
transition from athlete to non-athlete difficult, even for those who are not considering a 
career in athletics. 
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Anotek (1989) used the Student Developmental Task Inventory-2 (SDTI-2), 
another predecessor of the SDTLI, in a study of the developmental task achievement 
and maturity among athletes, former athletes, and non-athletes. He tested three 
hypotheses: 
1) athletes will demonstrate the lowest level of developmental maturity, with 
former athletes at an intermediate level, and the non-athletes having the highest levels. 
2) Male athletes in revenue-producing sports (football and basketball) will score 
lower on measured levels of developmental maturity than males in nonrevenue- 
producing sports. 
3) Female athletes will be more advanced in developmental maturity than male 
athletes. (Anotek, 1989, p. I) 
This study used a sample of 281 college students, 56 of whom were non-athletes, 133 
former athletes, and 92 athletes. These students all attended a Midwestern university 
with a total population of 19,000 students. In this sample, the mean age was 20.5. 
From this study, Anotek (1989) drew the following three conclusions. First, 
there was no consistent sequence of scores among the three tasks on the SDTI-2 based 
upon group membership. The present athlete group was not the least developed in 
developing purpose (task two), and they were the most developed in respect to 
developing mature interpersonal relationships (task three). Second, differences within 
groups of athletes were found. Athletes in non-revenue sports were more advanced in 
developmental task achievement than those in revenue-producing sports. Finally, “a 
statistically significant difference in task achievement, as measured by the SDTI-2, was 
found among athletes based on gender. Female athletes were more advanced in 
developing mature interpersonal relationships” (Anotek, 1989, p. 59). 
This study is very similar to the current research being conducted. Where 
Anotek’s (1989) study compared athletes to former athletes and non-athletes, this 
research looks at current athletes and will make comparisons from within the student- 
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athlete population. With the dramatic growth in college athletics, it is crucial to 
understand the ways in which college student-athletes are similar and the ways in which 
they are different. Women field hockey players may not be best served by being treated 
in the same ways as football players, yet developmental^, institutions tend to treat them 
all in the same ways. Anotek’s sample size was 281 students, which included people 
from three different subgroups. In this study, the sample size is approximately 300 
current student-athletes. Finally, Anotek’s research was completed almost 10 years ago. 
The role of college student-athletics continues to change as the NCAA attempts to gain 
greater control and as college athletics becomes a larger enterprise. Some of the more 
significant changes are the banning of athletic dormitories and the evolution of college 
athletics into the entertainment industry, leading to greater financial implications of 
college athletics. Therefore, there is a clear need to re-examine this population. 
Cornelius (1995) describes a model “which examined the relationships between 
athletic identity and college student development, the moderating effects of gender and 
year in school in these relationships, and the mediating effects of socialization factors 
for recreational athletes” (p. 560). This study focuses on sports at the intramural and 
recreational level and does not include any varsity athletes. The sample consisted of 
224 students recruited from a physical education class. Students were asked for some 
demographic information, including age, GPA, gender, race, years in college, and 
history of athletic participation. In order to determine their degree of identification with 
the athletic role, they were asked 1) number of hours per week spent in athletic 
activities, 2) the highest competitive level at which they had participated in organized 
sports in college, and 3) to complete the Athletic Identity Measurement Scale (AIMS), a 
10-item measure that assesses the respondent’s identity with the athletic role. Finally, 
the students were asked to complete the SDTLI. Hierarchical multiple regression 
analyses were conducted in order to examine relationships between athletic investment 
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and the developmental tasks, the moderating effects of gender and year in school, and 
the mediating effects of faculty and peer interactions (p. 565). 
This study found a positive relationship between the AIMS and the life 
management subtask of the SDTLI. This means that “after background characteristics 
are accounted for, having a greater athletic identity is associated with having 
accomplished more of the developmental tasks associated with the lifestyle management 
subtask. This subtask involves several skills and qualities associated with the successful 
management of time, relationships, and obligations” (Cornelius, 1995, p. 569). This 
finding supports Astin’s (1984) postulate that involvement is directly related to the 
amount of personal development that occurs. In concluding, Cornelius (1995) points 
out that students who more strongly identify with the athlete role are more accomplished 
on developmental tasks associated with life management skills and they are more 
involved in recreational sports. 
Saidla et al (1994) sought to examine the relationships between aspects of 
student-athletes’ student development and their university residence environment. This 
study used the SDTLI to measure psychosocial development and the University 
Residence Environment Scale (URES) to measure perceptions of the residence 
environment. The sample consisted of only 53 student-athletes who represented 12 
teams. This study was conducted prior to the NCAA regulation mandating the end of 
separate housing for athletes. Therefore, in this study, most of the 39 male athletes 
lived in a residence with other male athletes while the women were grouped with other 
female athletes in one of three buildings. Both ate in a separate dining facility for 
athletes. 
On the URES, social involvement and emotional support were two areas that 
had the highest means. This is not surprising due to the amount of time that athletes 
spend with teammates, both on and off the field. Developing purpose was the strongest 
variable relevant to the environment and was significantly related to six of the ten 
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URES scales (Saidla, et al, 1994, p. 54). The task of managing interpersonal 
relationships and its three subtasks did not appear to be related to the athletes’ residence 
environment (p. 54). 
Additional Research 
Williams and Winston (1985) used the SDTI-2 in a study to examine how 
development at seven liberal arts colleges was affected by participation in formal, 
organized extra-curricular activities, including work. At the time of the study 43% of 
students nationwide at four year colleges worked, but little was known about how work 
affects their personal development, which makes this study significant. The premise of 
this research was that involvement in organized student programs teaches students about 
“a) group dynamics, b) decision-making skills, c) organization and administrative 
skills, d) budgeting skills, e) bureaucratic skills, and f) programming skills” (p. 53). 
Williams and Winston (1985) found that students who participated in organized 
student activities and organizations showed statistically significant greater 
developmental task achievement in the areas of interdependence, educational plans, 
career plans, and lifestyle plans than students who did not participate. On the other 
hand, participation did not effect development in the area of mature relationships with 
peers. This research may apply to student-athletes since they are involved in a formal 
extra-curricular activity. The time commitment of athletes is much greater than that for 
most other activities or jobs (Cantor & Prentice, 1996), and therefore, that could affect 
the applicability of these results. 
Cheatham, Slaney, and Coleman (1990) used the SDTLI, the Racial Identity 
Attitudes Scale (RIAS) and the career decision scale to analyze the institutional effects 
on the psychosocial development of African American college students. Specifically, 
this study investigated the reported superiority of traditionally Black institutions over 
White collegiate institutions in facilitating development of African American students. 
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In this study, a MANOVA was used on the 11 scales of the SDTLI. The researchers 
found statistically significant main effects for institution, year in college, and sex. None 
of the interaction effects reached statistical significance (p. 456). The results of the 
cultural participation scale indicated that African American students at the 
predominantly White institution reported that they were more involved in a variety of 
cultural activities. Students at White institutions scored higher on the emotional 
autonomy scale. This indicates greater freedom from the need for approval from others, 
greater trust in their own ideas and opinions and minimal reliance on their parents. 
Finally, the results of the salubrious lifestyle scale favored the students at the 
traditionally Black institution. Overall the research did not advance the argument that 
the traditionally Black institution provides a more supportive environment for African 
American students. 
Pope (1998) also used the SDTLI together with the Racial Identity Attitudes 
Scale-B (RIAS-B) to determine the relationship between psychosocial development and 
racial identity of Black college students. This study found that internalization, a 
component of racial identity, was predictive of the psychosocial development tasks of 
Establishing and Clarifying Purpose and Developing Mature Interpersonal 
Relationships. The results suggest that “practitioners should be mindful of possible 
within group differences when applying student development theories to Black 
students” (Pope, p. 273). This conclusion is similar to one of the main reasons for 
conducting the current study: the need to distinguish between the development of 
athletes in different types of sports. Furthermore, student affairs professionals need to 
assume that psychosocial development may be influenced by an individual’s identity 
and environment. In order to be used effectively, student development theories need to 
be reviewed before they can be applied to Black students. 
Sheehan and Pearson (1995) used the SDTLI to determine the psychosocial 
development of Asian international and American freshmen. The instrument was 
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administered to a small group (n=69) of freshmen. The means of the three tasks and 
two scales were compared and a two-way ANOVA of the tasks and scales by ethnicity 
by gender was completed. This study found no differences based on gender, but did 
find significant differences on the PUR and MIR tasks as well as the intimacy scale. 
The Asian international students scored lower than the American students in all three of 
these areas, probably due in large part to cultural differences. 
Martin (2000) used the SDTLI alongside the College Student Experience 
Questionnaire (CSEQ) in a longitudinal study of college students which examined 
Chickering’s hypotheses about the relationship between collegiate experiences and 
psychosocial development. In this study, 354 students were surveyed in the fall of their 
freshman year. Four years later, 236 of those students remained at the institution and 89 
of those returned usable sets of questionnaires. Of these respondents, 69 (78%) were 
women and 20 (22%) were male. This was significantly skewed from the original 
sample of 54% women and 46% men. Through the use of t-tests, it was determined that 
there were no significant differences between the responses of men and women. 
Furthermore, gender was found to be unrelated to the outcomes analyzed in this study. 
One of the most striking findings in this study was that “entering freshmen scores on the 
SDTLI were only weakly correlated with the scores on the same instrument by those 
students at the end of their senior year”(p. 297). In fact, a substantial number of 
students actually declined in score on either the Purpose or Relationships task between 
freshmen and senior year. Martin identifies a few factors which may account for this. 
One is that 
Students entering college with a strong sense of purpose may actually have been 
students in “foreclosure” (Marcia, 1966), having accepted externally directed 
goals (parent’s expectations) whereas students scoring low on the Purpose task 
as freshmen may have been those who had yet to engage seriously the task of 
developing identity (p. 299). 
Another possibility is that students completing a survey such as this one during their 
first week of school, in a group setting, may have been more likely to give socially 
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desirable responses than seniors completing the survey by mail. Finally, it is also 
possible that seniors may have redefined concepts and respond more critically while 
freshmen may respond on a more superficial level. The strongest finding in this study to 
support Chickering’s hypotheses regarding the influence of college on student 
development was “a clear relationship between student-faculty interaction and the 
development of purpose as well as a sense of competence” (p. 299). This study shows 
the importance of longitudinal research, but also of considering all of the factors that are 
involved in comparing data collected over a four year period. 
The experience of student-athletes is influenced by a number of factors. Using 
the results of previous studies which utilized the SDTLI and those examining college 
student-athletes, the study described in the next chapter will examine the psychosocial 
development of selected Division I student-athletes. 
Summary of Research Question 
The objective of this research is to examine the development of college student-athletes 
using psychosocial development theory. The primary concern stems from the way 
student-athletes are viewed on college and university campuses and how this impacts 
their experiences and development. Since they are commonly seen as both dumb jocks 
and campus heroes, but rarely as serious students or intellectual leaders, it would follow 
that their development in areas such as establishing purpose or academic autonomy 
would be slow. Furthermore, student-athletes are typically grouped as one body of 
students and this study will try to show that there are differences in the development of 
student-athletes based on sex, type of sport, and academic success. This information 
will allow those who work with student-athletes, and college students in general, to be 
more effective in encouraging and promoting development. 
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CHAPTER 3 
STUDY DESIGN AND RESEARCH METHODS 
Introduction 
This study examines the psychosocial development of college student-athletes at 
a Division I university. The purpose of this research is to compare development within 
the student-athlete population. The areas where comparisons will be made are sex. 
Grade Point Average (GPA), and sports where the athletes have a possibility of a 
professional career as opposed to those who do not. Based on prior research of student- 
athletes, of college students in general, and research using the SDTLI, (Anotek,1989 ; 
Chickering, 1969; Pascarella &Terenzini, 1991) there are four hypotheses being 
examined in this study. 
• The first is that women student-athletes will have achieved a higher level of 
psychosocial development than male athletes. 
• Second, athletes who are expecting to have a professional career are believed 
to have developed to a lower level, especially in the task of establishing and clarifying 
purpose, than those who do not expect to be able to make a career out of their sport. 
• Third, student-athletes who play team sports are expected to be developed to a 
higher level than those who participate in individual sports in the task of developing 
mature interpersonal relationships. 
• Finally, athletes who have obtained a higher GPA would also be expected to 
have developed more completely than those with lower grades, especially in the task of 
establishing and clarifying purpose . 
Other differences will also be discussed. 
Description of the Student Development Task and Lifestyle Inventory 
The SDTLI assesses the psychosocial development of college students along 
three tasks, eight subtasks, and two scales. For the purpose of the SDTLI, a 
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developmental task is defined as “an interrelated set of behaviors and attitudes that the 
culture specifies should be exhibited at approximately the same chronological time in 
life by a given age cohort in a designated context” (Winston & Miller, 1987, p. 2). A 
“subtask” is “a more specific component or part of a larger developmental task” ( 
Winston & Miller, p. 8). This means that these more specific subtasks make up the 
larger tasks. A scale is the measure of the degree to which students report possessing 
certain behavioral characteristics, attitudes, or feelings, but unlike a developmental task, 
may not be directly affected by participation in the higher education environment” 
(Winston & Miller, p.8). The three tasks are “establishing and clarifying purpose” 
(PUR) which is made up of 70 questions; “developing mature interpersonal 
relationships” (MIR) which is made up of 33 questions; and “academic autonomy” (AA) 
which is made up of 10 questions. The five subtasks that define the purpose task are 
described below. 
1) Educational Involvement (El) is defined as “the degree to which students have 
well-defined educational goals and plans, are actively involved in the academic life of 
their school, and are knowledgeable about campus resources” (Jones & Watt, 1999, pp. 
126-127). It consists of 16 questions. 
2) Career Planning (CP), which consists of 19 questions, defined as “the extent 
to which students are able to formulate specific vocational plans, make a commitment to 
a chosen career field, and take the appropriate steps necessary to prepare themselves for 
employment” (Jones & Watt, 1999, p. 127). 
3) Lifestyle Planning (LP) is defined as “the degree to which students are able to 
establish a personal direction and orientation in life that includes personal, ethical, and 
religious values, future family planning, and educational and vocational objectives” 
(Jones & Watt, 1999, p. 127). This subtask has 11 questions. 
4) Life Management (LM) is defined as the degree to which students are able “to 
manage their time and other aspects of their lives in ways that allow them to meet 
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academic demands, satisfy personal needs, fulfill community and family 
responsibilities; to establish and follow through on realistic plans; to manage their 
financial affairs satisfactorily; and to solve most problems as they arise” (Miller & 
Winston, 1987, p. 9). LM has 16 questions. 
5) Cultural Participation (CUP), which has six questions, is defined as “the 
extent to which students are actively involved in a wide variety of activities and exhibit 
an array of cultural interests and a sense of aesthetic appreciation” (Jones & Watt, 1999, 
p. 127). 
There are three subtasks that define the interpersonal relationships task. They 
are described below. 
1) Peer Relationships (PR), which has 13 questions, is defined as “the extent to which 
students have developed mature peer relationships characterized by greater trust, 
independence, frankness, and individuality” (Jones & Watt, 1999, p. 127). 2) 
Tolerance (TOL), with nine questions, is defined as “ the degree to which students are 
accepting of those of different backgrounds, beliefs, races, cultures, lifestyles, and 
appearances” (Jones & Watt, 1999, p. 127). 3) Emotional Autonomy (EA), which has 
eight questions, is defined as “the degree to which students trust their own ideas and 
feelings, have self-assurance to be confident decision-makers, and are able to voice 
dissenting opinions in groups” (Jones & Watt, 1999, p. 127). 
The salubrious lifestyle scale (SL) measures “the degree to which a student’s 
lifestyle is consistent with or promotes good health and wellness practices” (Winston & 
Miller, p. 10) and has eight questions. The intimacy scale (INT), which has 19 
questions and indicates whether a student has established a relationship with another 
person based on high levels of mutual respect, honesty and trust, is only an experimental 
scale and must be assessed as such. In addition, it is only to be completed by students 
who have had an intimate relationship within the past twelve months. The SDTLI has a 
built-in mechanism to help detect fabricated responses. A high score on this response 
51 
bias scale (RB) indicates “the student is attempting to project an inflated or 
unrealistically favorable self-portrait” and may have been trying to “fake good” 
(Winston & Miller, p. 10). Five questions make up the response bias scale; if a student 
scores in a positive direction on three or more, it is recommended that the results be 
discarded. 
There are eight implicit values in the SDTLI. These are: 
• One should be able to act independently without continual reassurance or 
direction from others. 
• Relationships among people should be characterized by openness, honesty, 
trust, mutual respect, and equality. 
• One should be able to exhibit self-discipline, understand personal motivations, 
and employ rational processes to solve problems and make decisions. 
• Altruism, charity, democratic processes, individual freedom, social 
responsibility, and self-directedness are positively valued concepts. 
• Prejudice and discriminatory treatment of people based on race, sex, religion, 
national origin, affectional preference, handicapping condition, or physical 
appearance are morally wrong and inhibiting to personal happiness. 
• Knowledge and learning are worthy of pursuit for their own sakes. 
• Behavioral change and growth occur as a result of the stimulation accruing 
from interaction between individuals and their environments. 
• Health engendering lifestyles encourage positive personal development. 
(Winston & Miller, 1987, p. 2) 
Although it is unnecessary to accept these values completely, it is important to keep 
them in mind when using this instrument. Different values can be acknowledged and 
assessed. 
On some of the questions “true” indicates high development, while on others, 
“false” is the response that indicates a higher level of development. In order to obtain 
scores, responses were recoded to either 1 or 0 depending on whether true or false was 
the keyed response. The compute capability within SPSS was used in order to calculate 
scores on all portions of the SDTLI for each respondent. In this way, the developmental 
level can be determined for each task, subtask, and scale. 
The SDTLI was designed for use with traditional age college students. This 
means that it is appropriate for assessing development for young adults between the 
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ages of 17 and 24 (Winston & Miller, 1987, p. 2). The data were discarded for any of 
the student-athletes in this study who fell outside this range. 
The norms for the SDTLI are based on data collected from undergraduates 
enrolled at 20 universities in the United States and Canada. A characteristic of a 
developmental task or subtask in the SDTLI is that “more seniors than freshman 
answered each item in the keyed direction” (Winston & Miller, 1987, p. 12). 
Therefore, the norms are provided by academic class standing. The only exceptions to 
this are the two scales, Intimacy and Salubrious Lifestyle, where there are significant 
gender differences, but not differences across classes. The mean, standard deviation, 
skewness, and kurtosis for each task, subtask, and scale for the Miller and Winston 
study are in Appendix D . 
The raw scores of the tasks, subtasks, and scales can be converted to standard 
scores, or T-scores, using Appendix E. These conversions are based on class year for all 
of the tasks and subtasks and on gender for the two scales. 
Reliability and Validity 
Two methods of reliability estimation, test-retest and internal consistency, were 
used in the development of the SDTLI in order to test the reliability, or trustworthiness, 
of the instrument (Winston & Miller, 1987). The validity of the tasks, subtasks and 
scales of the survey was also measured in two ways by Miller and Winston. 
In order to examine the test-retest reliability of the instrument, Winston and 
Miller (1987) gave the SDTLI to two groups of undergraduates, one group in an 
education class, the other in a psychology class.The students in the education class 
retook the instrument 4 weeks after the initial administration of it, while those in the 
psychology class took it again 2 weeks later. The correlations between the two tests 
were high, clustering around .80, with the lowest being .70 for the four-week 
correlations and .74 for the two-week and the highest being .88 for the four-week and 
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.89 for the two-week (Winston & Miller, 1987). The correlations can be seen in 
Appendix F. 
In order to estimate the internal consistency, or reliability, of the SDTLI 
Cronbach’s Alpha was used. Data were collected from approximately 1200 students 
enrolled at 22 colleges and universities during the fall of 1986. Alpha coefficients 
ranged from .90 for the PUR task to .50 for the RJB scale, with the coefficient alpha for 
the total inventory, excluding the RB scale as .93. Three subtasks had relatively low 
coefficients, CUP was .45, TOL was .55 and EA was .55, which indicates that “these 
measures have somewhat heterogeneous internal structures” and should not be used on 
their own in research studies (Winston & Miller, 1987, p. 24). PUR and MIR, the tasks 
to which they belong, have adequate internal consistency reliability and can be used in 
studies with groups of students. The Coefficient Alpha can also be seen in AppendixG . 
Winston and Miller (1987) utilized two approaches to confirm the SDTLI’s 
validity. Construct validity was supported with the factor analyses conducted to develop 
the test (Henning-Stout, 1992). The concurrent validity is shown through correlations 
with a number of other instruments. These include the Mines-Jensen Interpersonal 
Relationship Inventory, the Iowa Developing Autonomy Inventory Scales, and selected 
scales from the Omnibus Personality Inventory (Henning-Stout). 
Subject Selection 
This study was conducted at the University of Massachusetts, Amherst, a 
Carnegie classification Research I university, which participates at the Division I --1- 
AA for football — level of athletic competition. There are approximately 18,000 
undergraduate students and 700 student-athletes at the University. All of these athletes 
were asked to participate in this study either directly, through their coaches, or through 
the Office of Student Athlete Services in order to achieve a broad, representative sample 
of the student-athlete population. Both the Director and Associate Director of Student 
Athlete Services offered their assistance in contacting the athletes and coaches and in 
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giving credibility to this study within the student-athlete population and the athletic 
community. 
Administrative Procedures 
All varsity athletes were given the opportunity to participate in this research 
study. Participation was entirely voluntary, although every attempt was made to involve 
as many student-athletes as possible. The following three methods were used in order to 
encourage participation. 
1) All first year athletes and those athletes who have a cumulative grade point 
average below a 2.2 are required to attend study hall each week. These athletes were 
given credit for one hour of study hall time for participating in this study. When they 
came to study hall, they were asked to participate in this study. By agreeing to do so, 
they received the hour of credit for study hall time, meaning they could spend one hour 
less in study hall during that week or a week of their choosing. Both the researcher and 
study hall monitors asked them to participate. In addition, those athletes who use a 
different study hall, i.e., men’s and women’s basketball and ice hockey, were 
encouraged to participate by their academic advisor and received the same hour of 
credit. 
2) The staff in the Office of Student Athlete Services asked some student- 
athletes to complete the surveys on an individual basis. When students came in for 
other meetings, or were “hanging-out” around the office, the advisors encouraged them 
to complete the survey. 
3) Coaches were contacted both individually and during a coach’s meeting. The 
survey was given at team meetings or practices for those coaches willing to do this. In 
addition, when teams were traveling, some coaches agreed to distribute the surveys on 
the bus or plane. This method was encouraged because it was efficient to have entire 
teams complete the survey together. 
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In addition, attempts were made to reach student-athletes on an individual 
basis. This involved the Office of Student Athlete Services as well as using anyone who 
had a connection to student-athletes. The data collection began in March, 1998 and was 
completed during the fall of 1999. The only incentive used for completion was the 
hour of credit for study-hall, although others were considered including pizza and gift 
certificates to local eating establishments. There was some concern expressed that 
incentives of this type might be a violation of NCAA regulations. 
During the spring of 1998, fewer than 150 surveys were completed. This led to 
the decision to continue data collection during the 1998-1999 school year. In order to 
keep the data within four class years, a decision was made to eliminate the surveys 
completed by seniors in the spring of 1998, which was only eight surveys. In this way, 
surveys from all four classes could be collected in the fall of 1998, but there would still 
only be four class years in the study. At the end of spring, 1999, approximately 280 
surveys had been completed. This was a lower number than had been hoped for and 
there were some obvious gaps in the data. A decision was made to target certain teams 
for data collection in the fall of 1999. These were teams that were significant due to the 
hypotheses in this study, but that had few respondents to date, specifically men’s and 
women’s basketball, ice hockey, and women’s soccer. Surveys completed by members 
of these teams during the spring of 1998 were discarded so that the surveys analyzed 
were completed over a two year period rather than a three year period. This led to the 
elimination of twelve surveys. There would have been an additional one, but it was 
already eliminated for a high response on the response bias questions. 
Before completing the SDTLI, all athletes were given a letter of consent 
(Appendix C). This was on the back side of the SDTLI answer form (Appendix A). It 
explains that participation is entirely voluntary and that they may choose not to 
participate at any time. In addition, it lets the participants know that the information 
collected will only be used in the aggregate; no athlete will be identified individually. 
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Since this is a true/false instrument and no respondents will be identified, the 
participants are not required to sign the letter of consent, according to the Human 
Subjects policies established by the University, but they were required to be given a 
letter informing them of the purpose of the study and whom to contact if they had 
questions. If any students wanted to see or discuss their results, they were asked to put 
their name on the back of the survey and they were contacted when the survey had been 
analyzed. 
The students were then instructed to complete the demographic information. 
This is the first part of the survey instrument. This information includes class year, 
sport, year of competition, year in school, age, estimated overall Grade Point Average 
(GPA), and level of scholarship support. After that was completed, they were asked to 
respond to the SDTLI itself (Appendix B). This is a 140 question instrument with 
true/false questions. On average, it took between 20 and 40 minutes to complete the 
survey instrument. 
Data Analysis 
The SDTLI was given to students on a scannable bubble-type instrument. After 
the completion of all of the surveys, they were read through the scanner. From this, the 
information was transferred into the Statistical Package for the Social Sciences, SPSS, a 
statistical analysis program. Item-by-item responses for each respondent as well as 
frequencies were then produced. Means, variance, and standard deviation were 
calculated for each task, the dependent variable. The means were then adjusted based 
on demographic characteristics, such as sex, GPA and type of sport. 
On some of the questions true indicates high development, while on others false 
is the response that indicates a higher level of development. Scores were recoded to 
either 0 or 1 depending on the preferred response, and then the compute capability 
within SPSS was used in order to obtain accurate scores on all portions of the SDTLI 
57 
for each respondent. In this way, the developmental level can be determined for each 
task, subtask, and scale. 
In order to analyze the relationship between variables a comparison of means 
was used. Analysis of Variance, or ANOVA, was used as the significance test, 
allowing the researcher to determine if the differences were statistically significant. 
Regression analysis was used to determine if the individual variables, such as 
sex, sport, and GPA, were good predictors of the dependent variables, PUR, MIR, AA 
and SL. In order to do this, once the data were transferred into SPSS, dummy coding 
was used in order to group the respondents. The nominal variables were dummy coded 
in order to create new variables. Sports where student-athletes think they might have a 
future were basketball (men’s and women’s), baseball, football, ice hockey, soccer 
(men’s and women’s), and softball. These sports were coded as 1, while all other sports 
were coded as 0. Similarly, those participating in team sports including basketball, 
baseball, crew, field hockey, football, ice hockey lacrosse, soccer, softball, volleyball, 
and water polo were coded as 0 and student-athletes participating in individual sports 
were coded as 1. Female student-athletes were coded as 1 and males were coded as 0. 
After the dummy coding was completed, regression analysis was used in order to 
assess the strength of the relationship between the independent variable, the student- 
athlete and the characteristics associated with him or her, and the dependent variable, 
the score on the SDTLI. The scores on the SDTLI were compared based upon sex, type 
of sport, years of varsity competition, age, future athletic career, race, athletic 
scholarship, and GPA using regression analysis. 
Limitations of this Study 
The biggest challenge in conducting this study was getting student-athletes to 
complete the survey. Although I had the support of the Office of Student Athlete 
Services, this did not guarantee the cooperation of the coaches. For most student- 
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athletes, the coach is the most important person in their life and carries a great deal of 
influence in all areas (Adler & Adler, 1991). Therefore, their support is most important 
when trying to get student-athletes to do something. This is evidenced in the data 
collected in this study and is the reason why some teams are overrepresented while 
others were underrepresented or not represented at all. For example, the entire men’s 
lacrosse team and the men’s and women’s tennis teams completed surveys because the 
coaches agreed to have the team members do it in team meetings. In contrast, no 
members of the swimming and diving team completed the survey because the coach 
does not require team members to attend study hall and did not allow the survey to be 
completed at a team meeting. The final sample size for this study was slightly smaller 
than was hoped for prior to beginning this research. 
In addition, the sample is over-representative of first year student-athletes and, to 
a lesser degree, sophomores. This is due, in large part, to the fact that many of the 
surveys were completed during study hall, which is mandatory for freshman student- 
athletes. It is also probably a reflection of the fact that freshmen are likely to be more 
cooperative about completing a survey such as this; upperclassmen would be less 
reluctant to say no when asked to fill it out. 
The student-athletes had no real reason to complete this survey. Most of them 
did not know the researcher at all and therefore felt no obligation to assist in gathering 
the data. This lack of personalization meant less connection to the research. 
Furthermore, due to NCAA regulations, it was almost impossible to offer incentives for 
completing the survey beyond the hour of study hall time. Due to human nature, most 
people would pass on completing a survey such as this one if they had no connection to 
the researcher and were not getting anything in return for completing the survey. 
The Response Bias rate of the surveys completed was much higher than 
anticipated. According to Winston and Miller (1987) only about 1% of the respondents 
are typically found to have answered three of more questions in the keyed direction and 
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therefore need to have their survey eliminated. In this study, 10% of the surveys were 
eliminated due to response bias. Although it is unclear why this number is so high, 
there are a number of possible explanations. For those students who were made to 
complete these in team meetings, there may have been pressure to complete it as quickly 
as their friends. Students with learning disabilities, or those who do not process 
information as quickly as others, may have felt the need to keep up with their peers so 
they might have answered questions at random. Others may have wanted to look good, 
which meant answering these questions, which included “I never make errors in 
classwork,” “I like everyone I know,” and “I never lie,” in a positive direction. Some 
students may have felt pressure to complete the survey, but didn’t want to, and 
therefore, may not have paid close attention or answered questions in a random way. 
Other studies of student-athletes using the same instrument do not indicate the number 
of surveys eliminated due to response bias so it is not possible to make comparisons 
(Anotek, 1989; Saidlaet al, 1994; Cornelius, 1995). 
Another limitation is that there is not extensive research using the SDTLI with 
student-athlete populations. This means that these results can only be compared to a 
normative sample, not a sample of other student-athletes. Although the purpose of this 
research was to compare student-athletes within the student-athlete community, it would 
be useful to have another sample with which to compare these results. 
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Results 
A survey of 335 student-athletes at the University of Massachusetts yielded the 
following results. 
Demographic Information 
A total of 335 surveys were completed by student-athletes between March of 
1998 and October of 1999. Five surveys were eliminated for lack of data. Eight 
surveys were completed in the spring of 1998 by seniors and were eliminated in order to 
keep the sample within four class years. 30 surveys could not be counted because of a 
response bias (RB) score of 3 or higher. Finally, an additional 12 surveys were 
eliminated when a decision was made to collect surveys from the men’s and women’s 
basketball teams, the ice hockey team, and the women’s soccer team during the fall of 
1999. These 12 surveys were collected by members of those teams during the spring of 
1998 and we did not want data collected over a three year period. The demographic 
information presented in Table 1 is for the remaining 280 usable surveys. It is estimated 
that there are 700 student-athletes at the University of Massachusetts in any given 
semester, but this number fluctuates due primarily to the crew team which is often 
adding and losing members. This leads to a response rate of 40.0%. 
As shown in Table 1, the sample for this study was comprised of 113 women 
(38.2%) and 180 men (60.8%). There were 154 first year students (52%). Of the 
respondents, 234 were white (79.1%) while 23 identified themselves as Black, African- 
American or African (10.1%). 
The mean GPA of the respondents was 2.81. A number of GPAs were not 
reported, due primarily to the fact that the surveys were completed by students in their 
first semester who did not have an overall GPA. 
19.8% of the respondents participate in lacrosse, 13.9% in football, 9.3% in 
soccer, and 7.1% in baseball. Table 2 lists the breakdown of student-athletes by primary 
sport of all surveys completed including those eliminated for response bias. 
\ 
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Table 1 
Demographics of All Respondents 
Variables Overall Overall Sample Sample Response 
n Percentage n Percentage Rate (%) 
Year in college: * 
First Year 243 33.1 148 52.9 60.9 
Second Year 192 26.1 63 22.5 32.8 
Third Year 171 23.3 48 17.1 28.1 
Fourth Year 121 16.5 16 5.7 13.2 
Fifth Year/other 
Missing 8 1.1 5 1.8 62.5 
Years on a varsity team 
One Year 162 57.9 
Two Years 57 20.4 
Three Years 38 13.6 
Four Years 12 4.3 
Other 7 2.5 
Missing 4 1.4 
Racial or Cultural Background 
Black/African American/African 21 7.5 
Hispanic/Latino 11 3.9 
Asian/Pacific Islander 6 2.1 
Indian/Native American 1 .4 
White/Caucasian 221 78.9 
Multi-racial 7 2.5 
Other 6 2.1 
Missing 7 2.5 
Sex 
Female 331 45 108 38.6 32.6 
Male 404 55 169 60.4 41.8 
Missing 3 1.1 
Scholarship 
Full Athletic Scholarship 57 20.4 
Partial Athletic Scholarship 117 41.8 
No Athletic Scholarship 100 35.7 
Missing 6 2.1 
Continued next page 
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Table 1 (continued) 
Variables Overall Overall Sample Sample 
n Percentage n Percentage 
Grade Point Average 
Below 2.0 70* 41 13.9 
2.1 -2.5 57 19.3 
2.51-3.0 372** 79 26.7 
3.1 -3.5 40 13.5 
3.51-4.0 225*** 27 9.1 
Missing 52 17.6 
Age 
17 2 .7 
18 92 31.1 
19 88 29.7 
20 45 15.2 
21 42 14.2 
22 17 5.7 
23 1 .3 
24 1 .3 
Missing 8 2.7 
* = GPAs of 1.99 and lower, Spring, 1998 
** = GPAs of 2.00 to 2.99, Spring, 1998 
*** = GPAs of 3.0 to 4.0, Spring, 1998 
Response 
Rate (%) 
63 
Table 2 
Number and Percentage of Athletes Completing Surveys by Sport 
Sport 
Baseball 
Basketball 
Female 
Male 
Total 
Crew 
Field Hockey 
Football 
Gymnastics 
Female 
Male 
Total 
Ice Hockey 
Track & Field 
Female 
Male 
Missing 
Total 
Lacrosse 
Female 
Male 
Missing 
Total 
Skiing 
Female 
Male 
Total 
Soccer 
Female 
Male 
Total 
Softball 
Swimming & 
Tennis 
Female 
Male 
Total 
Volleyball 
WaterPolo 
Totals 
Overall Overall Sample Sample Response 
n Percentage n Percentage Rate (%) 
41 5.6 23 7.1 60.5 
12 1.6 8 2.5 66.7 
15 2.0 4 1.2 26.7 
27 3.7 12 3.7 44.4 
92 12.5 7 2.2 8.5 
18 2.4 18 5.6 100 
94 12.8 45 13.9 44.1 
16 2.2 7 2.2 46.7 
21 2.9 17 5.2 81.0 
37 5.0 24 7.4 66.7 
32 4.4 18 5.6 56.3 
Country 
53 7.2 14 4.3 28.0 
55 7.5 18 5.6 32.7 
108 14.7 
l 
33 10.2 31.4 
26 3.5 19 5.9 73.1 
41 5.6 44 13.6 104.8 
67 9.1 
i 
64 19.8 94.1 
12 1.6 1 8.3 8.3 
14 1.9 3 23.1 21.4 
26 3.5 4 1.2 16.0 
20 2.7 11 3.4 55.0 
28 3.8 19 5.9 67.9 
48 6.5 30 9.3 62.5 
17 2.3 16 5.0 100.0 
g 64 8.7 0 0 0.0 
10 1.4 8 2.5 88.9 
9 1.2 10 3.1 83.3 
19 2.6 18 5.6 85.7 
11 1.5 10 3.1 76.9 
34 _4.6 2 5.9 
5.8 
735 100 324 44.8 
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According to Winston and Miller (1987), 3-5% of respondents mark one or two 
of the RB questions in the keyed direction and only about 1 % answer three or more in 
the keyed direction. In this study, almost 10% of the student-athletes answered three or 
more of the RB questions as True which meant that there surveys needed to be 
eliminated from the study altogether. It is hard to know how this compares to other 
studies of student athletes using the SDTLI because they do not indicate the RB rate 
(Anotek, 1989; Baker, 1997). Table 3 shows the demographic breakdown of the 30 
respondents who answered True to three or more of the RB questions. 
Table 3 
Demographic Information of Surveys Eliminated for Response Bias 
Variable Frequency Percentage 
Female 
Male 
7 23.3 
23 76.7 
Class Year 
First Year 
Second Year 
Third Year 
Fourth Year 
Sport 
Baseball 
Basketball 
Female 
Male 
Total 
Field Hockey 
Football 
Ice Hockey 
Track & Field 
Lacrosse 
Female 
Male 
Total 
Soccer 
Female 
Male 
Total 
Softball 
Tennis 
Female 
Male 
Total 
Volleyball 
15 50.0 
6 20.0 
6 20.0 
3 10.0 
4 13.3 
0 
1 
1 
2 
6 
2 
1 
3.3 
6.7 
20.0 
6.7 
3.3 
2 
6 
8 26.7 
0 
2 
2 6.7 
1 3.3 
2 
2 6.7 
1 3.3 
After collecting the data, means, variance, and standard deviation scores on the 
SDTLI were calculated for the entire sample. Table 4 contains this information. 
Table 4 
Descriptive Statistics for Total Sample 
Variable Mean Standard 
Deviation 
Minimum Maximum 
Establishing and 
Clarifying Purpose [PUR] 33.21 11.26 6.00 64.00 
Educational Involvement [El] 8.13 3.42 .00 16.00 
Career Planning [CP] 7.81 4.52 .00 19.00 
Lifestyle Planning [LP] 5.74 2.29 .00 11.00 
Life Management [LM] 9.05 2.91 1.00 16.00 
Cultural Participation [CUP] 
Developing Mature 
Interpersonal 
2.53 1.43 .00 6.00 
Relationships [MIR] 17.45 5.06 4.00 29.00 
Peer Relationships [PR] 7.66 2.51 1.00 13.00 
Tolerance [TOL] 5.76 2.04 1.00 9.00 
Emotional Autonomy [EA] 4.09 1.82 .00 8.00 
Academic Autonomy [AA] 4.79 2.58 .00 10.00 
Intimacy Scale [INT] 
Salubrious Lifestyle 
12.49 3.29 5.00 19.00 
Scale [SL} 6.31 1.53 2.00 8.00 
Response Bias Scale .52 .70 .00 2.00 
[RB] 
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CHAPTER 4 
RESULTS AND DISCUSSION 
Introduction 
A total of 335 surveys were completed, of which 264 were deemed usable for 
this study. There are a number of factors which account for the overall response rate of 
40.5% in this study, many of which have already been addressed in the Limitations 
section, but will be touched on again here. 
The response rates by class year indicate that the researcher was much more 
successful at getting first year students to complete the survey, as they had a response 
rate of 65%, as opposed to seniors who only had a response rate of 16% (Table 1). The 
response rate for sophomores was 37% and for juniors, it was 30%. This is due in large 
part to the need to use study halls as the mechanism of getting students to complete the 
surveys. The majority of students who attend study halls are freshmen, as they are 
required to attend by the Office of Student Athlete Services. With a response rate of 
only 16% for seniors, or 22 out of 139 completing a survey, their data are not reliable 
and the data for sophomores and juniors are marginal. 
Men completed the survey with a response rate of 44% while women 
completed it at a rate of 35.1%. This is due in large part to the fact that there was 
greater cooperation from the coaches of some men’s teams in getting the surveys 
completed. For example, the lacrosse, baseball, and soccer teams all had more than 
50% of the team complete the surveys and the football team was only slightly under 
50% (Table 2). Some women’s teams had very high response rates, such as softball, 
field hockey, and lacrosse, but these could not compensate for the number of women s 
teams with very low numbers of responses, particularly crew. 
The individual team response rates are impacted by the cooperation of 
the coach as well as the number of students on the team who attend study hall. For 
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example, the swimming and diving coach does not require team members to attend 
study hall and did not agree to have the surveys completed at a team meeting or practice. 
Therefore, no surveys were completed by any swimmers or divers. On the other hand, 
the men s and women s tennis coach had team members complete the surveys following 
a team meeting and more than 85% of the team participated in the study. The women’s 
soccer coach offered to have the players complete the surveys while travelling to and 
from an away game, leading to a 55% response rate. The number of members of the 
crew team vary depending on the time of year. In the fall, the team can be as small as 
35 members, while in the spring the numbers can swell up to 85. Furthermore, for 
much of the year, the crew team practices early in the morning and they do not come 
together much at other times during the day. These factors made it hard to get more 
than an 8% response rate for the crew team. 
Due to the higher response rates for freshmen, sophomores, and juniors, 
and the lower response rate for seniors, a decision was made to include only the first 
three classes in the final data analysis. Seniors were therefore excluded from the 
analysis of the four hypotheses in this study. The response rate for the freshmen, 
sophomores, and juniors was 46.2%, slightly higher than the overall response rate of 
40.5%. In addition, special attention was given to freshmen due to their relatively high 
response rate. 
Descriptive Statistics 
Respondent Description 
The demographics of the final sample used in this study of freshmen, 
sophomore, and junior student athletes are shown in Table 5. More than half (56.1%) of 
the respondents are freshmen and almost two-thirds (61.0%) were in their first year of 
varsity competition at the time they completed the survey. More than three-fourths 
(78%) are Caucasian while more than a third (38.6%) of the respondents are women. 
Less than a quarter (21.2%) of the sample is on a full athletic scholarship and most of 
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these student-athletes have either a partial scholarship (40.2%) or no scholarship 
(36.4%). The majority of the respondents (60.4%) have a GPA of 3.0 or lower, but it is 
also important to note that nearly 19% of the sample does not yet have a GPA because 
they were in their first semester of college when they completed the survey. More than 
two-thirds (67.1%) of the students were 18 or 19 years old when they participated in this 
study. 
Table 6 shows the frequencies for each sport. The student-athletes in 
this sample participate in a total of 15 sports. The largest number of the respondents, 53 
(20.1%), play lacrosse, 17 are women and 35 are men, with one not indicating sex. 
Another 38 play football (14.4%) and 28 (10.6%) participate in track and field/cross 
country. 
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Table 5 
Demographics of Freshmen, Sophomore, and Junior Respondents 
Variables Overall Overall Sample Sample Response 
n_Percentage n_Percentage Rate (%) 
Year in college: 
First Year 243 39.1 
Second Year 192 30.9 
Third Year 171 27.5 
Missing 
Years on a varsity team 
One Year 
Two Years 
Three Years 
Other 
Missing 
Racial or Cultural Background 
Black/African American/African 
Hispanic/Latino 
Asian/Pacific Islander 
Indian/Native American 
White/Caucasian 
Multi-racial 
Other 
Missing 
Sex 
Female 
Male 
Missing 
Scholarship 
Full Athletic Scholarship 
Partial Athletic Scholarship 
No Athletic Scholarship 
Missing 
148 56.1 60.9 
63 23.9 32.8 
48 18.2 28.1 
5 1.9 
161 61.0 
56 21.2 
36 13.6 
7 2.7 
4 1.5 
21 8.0 
10 3.8 
6 2.3 
1 .4 
206 78.0 
7 2.6 
6 2.3 
7 2.7 
102 38.6 30.8 
159 60.2 39.4 
3 1.1 
56 21.2 
106 40.2 
96 36.4 
6 2.3 
Continued next page 
Table 5 (continued) 
Variables Overall 
n 
Overall 
Percentage 
Sample 
n 
Sample 
Percentagi 
Grade Point Average 
2.0 and below 39 14.9 
2.1 -2.5 53 20.1 
2.6-3.0 67 25.4 
3.1 -3.5 31 11.7 
3.6-4.0 22 8.3 
Missing 52 19.7 
Age 
17 2 .8 
18 91 34.5 
19 86 32.6 
20 41 15.5 
21 28 10.6 
22 8 3.0 
Missing 7 2.7 
Response 
Rate (%) 
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Table 6 
Number and Percentage of Athletes by Sport - Freshmen, Sophomores, and Juniors 
Sport Overall Overall 
Baseball 
n 
36 
Percentage 
5.8 
Basketball 
Female 8 1.3 
Male 10 1.6 
Total 18 2.9 
Crew 79 12.7 
Field Hockey 16 2.6 
Football 84 13.5 
Gymnastics 
Female 9 1.5 
Male 18 2.9 
Total 27 4.3 
Ice Hockey 29 4.7 
Track & Field/Cross Country 
Female 45 7.2 
Male 41 6.8 
Missing 
Total 86 14.0 
Lacrosse 
Female 24 3.9 
Male 35 5.5 
Missing 
Total 59 9.3 
Skiing 
Female 10 1.9 
Male 11 1.8 
Total 21 3.7 
Soccer 
Female 16 2.6 
Male 24 3.9 
Total 40 6.4 
Softball 14 1.9 
Swimming & Diving 52 8.4 
Tennis 
Female 8 1.1 
Male 8 1.3 
Total 15 2.4 
Volleyball 9 1.4 
Sample Sample Response 
n Percentage Rate (%) 
19 7.2 52.7 
5 
2 
7 2.7 38.9 
7 2.7 8.8 
15 5.7 93.8 
38 14.4 45.2 
5 
15 
20 7.6 74.1 
8 3.0 27.6 
13 
14 
1 
28 10.6 32.6 
17 
35 
1 
53 20.1 89.9 
0 
3 
3 1.1 14.3 
8 
15 
23 8.7 57.5 
14 5.3 100 
0 0 0.0 
8 
8 
16 6.1 100 
9 3.2 100 
Continued next page 
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Table 6 (continued) 
Sport Overall Overall Sample Sample Response 
n Percentage n Percentage Rate (%) 
WaterPolo 
Female 10 1.8 
Male 18 2.9 
Total 28 4.5 2 .7 5.9 
Missing 2 .8 
Totals 622 264 100 
SDTLI results 
Table 7 shows the mean, minimum, and maximum scores, as well as the 
standard deviation for the three tasks being examined here, Establishing and Clarifying 
Purpose, Developing Mature Interpersonal Relationships and Academic Autonomy. 
The mean score on PUR is 32.61. This mean score is much lower than the mean score 
of 36.43 for freshmen, sophomores, and juniors in the normative sample, seen in 
Appendix D . These normative scores are based on a sample of 1200 college students 
ranging in age from 17 to 24 (Winston & Miller, 1987). The mean score of 17.20 on 
MIR is also lower than the mean score of 18.79 for freshmen, sophomores and juniors in 
the normative sample. Finally, the mean score of 4.67 on the AA task is only slightly 
below the mean score of 4.97 for freshmen, sophomores, and juniors in the normative 
sample. 
Since freshmen represent the largest part of the population used in this study, it 
is important to compare their scores to the normative sample also. The mean score for 
freshmen on PUR is 30.14. This is slightly lower than the normative mean score for 
freshmen of 32.41. This may be due to the student-athlete’s strong focus on athletics, to 
the detriment of other areas of their life. On the other hand the mean score of 17.92 on 
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MIR is slightly higher than the normative mean of 17.71 and the mean AA score of 4.79 
is also higher than the normative mean of 4.59. The higher MIR mean score for student- 
athletes can probably be explained by the need to work closely with teammates and 
therefore they “have developed relationships with peers characterized by independence, 
frankness, and trust” (Winston & Miller, 1987, p.9). It is also interesting to note that the 
mean MIR score for freshmen is higher than the mean scores for sophomores and 
juniors. In fact, the mean MIR score declines with each class year. This could be due to 
the increased role that the team, whether in a team sport or an individual sport, plays in 
the student-athletes life during their college career. The students may find themselves 
relying on the team more and feeling “pressure to conform to group norms or to conceal 
disagreements” (Miller & Winston, p. 9) both of which they should be feeling less of as 
they develop in this area. The slightly higher AA score may be due to the student- 
athlete’s “capacity to deal well with ambiguity and to monitor and control their behavior 
in ways that allow them to attain personal goals and fulfill responsibilities” (Winston & 
Miller, p. 10), characteristics they may have learned through their athletic participation. 
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Table 7 
Descriptive Statistics for Freshmen, Sophomores, and Juniors 
Variable Mean Standard 
Deviation 
Minimum Maximum 
Establishing and 
Clarifying Purpose [PUR] 32.61 11.00 6.00 64.00 
Freshman 30.14 10.30 6.00 64.00 
Sophomore 34.81 10.25 14.00 58.00 
Junior 
Developing Mature 
Interpersonal 
37.20 12.05 15.00 61.00 
Relationships [MIR] 17.20 5.11 4.00 29.00 
Freshman 17.92 4.90 5.00 28.00 
Sophomore 16.32 5.02 4.00 28.00 
Junior 16.30 5.45 5.00 29.00 
Academic Autonomy 4.67 2.58 .00 10.00 
[AA] 4.79 2.55 .00 10.00 
Freshman 4.80 2.48 .00 10.00 
Sophomore 
Junior 
4.19 2.73 .00 9.00 
Bivariate Analysis 
In order to better describe the relationships between the demographic 
characteristics and the SDTLI scores, correlation matrices were used. Table 8 shows the 
strength of the relationship among these variables for all respondents. The demographic 
variables include year in school, years of varsity competition, athletic scholarship, age, 
grade point average, sex, whether there is a future in the sport, and team or individual 
sport. The dependent variables are the SDTLI scores in Academic Autonomy (AA), 
Establishing and Clarifying Purpose (PUR), and Developing Mature Interpersonal 
Relationships (MIR). The correlation matrix shows that grade point average, and to a 
lesser degree, future, have the most significant correlations with two of the dependent 
variables, AA and PUR. Sex is the only demographic variable with a significant 
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correlation with MIR. To report the results of the bivariate testing, each of the 
dependent variables will be discussed separately. 
Separate correlation matrices were done for men and women in order to examine 
the differences based on sex. In addition, matrices were completed for just freshmen, as 
well as freshmen men and women. It is interesting to note that none of the correlations 
for freshman men are statistically significant (Table 13). Where relevant, these results 
are also discussed. 
Academic Autonomy 
Grade point average is the only demographic variable with a significant 
correlation with Academic Autonomy. The .382 (p<.01) is a strong correlation 
indicating that as the GPA gets higher the AA score also gets higher. It is important to 
note that this is not a cause and effect relationship. This relationship is as expected 
because students with a higher GPA would likely have stronger study skills, be 
independent learners, but would also be willing to seek help when needed, all 
characteristics of those with high Academic Autonomy scores. The correlation matrix 
of just females (Table 10) indicates that the relationship between GPA and Academic 
Autonomy is even stronger for just women (.400, p<.01). 
The correlation between GPA and Academic Autonomy for all freshmen is also 
strong (.345, p<.01) as shown in Table 9. This relationship is even more notable 
between freshman women and men. Although only a small number of women make up 
the correlation (n=45) since students without GPAs were excluded, the strongest 
relationship in any of the correlation matrices is for freshmen women, between GPA and 
Academic Autonomy (.438, p<.01), as see in Table 12. The relationship for freshman 
males between GPA and Academic Autonomy is not statistically significant. 
When examining freshmen independently, we also see a strong correlation 
between age and Academic Autonomy (-.191, p<.05). This relationship is even stronger 
for freshmen women (-.360,_p<.01) These negative correlations mean that as age 
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increases the AA score decreases. Although the age range for freshmen is from 17 to 
22, the mean is 18.43. Almost 61% of the freshmen are 18 and therefore, this 
correlation is not particularly meaningful. 
In his study of college student-athletes, Baker (1997) also found a strong 
association between GPA and AA score. This strong relationship would be expected 
because students who have high AA scores 
devise and execute effective study plans and schedules: perform academically at 
levels with which they are satisfied are consistent with their abilities; are self- 
disciplined; and require minimal amounts of direction from others. (Winston & 
Miller, 1987, p. 10) 
These are characteristics commonly found in students with higher GPAs as well. 
Although there is not a statistically significant relationship between participating 
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in a sport with a future and Academic Autonomy, there is a negative relationship, 
implying that if a student-athlete is participating in a sport with the likelihood of a 
future, his or her Academic Autonomy score would be lower than that of a student- 
athlete in a sport without a future. Presumably, if the student-athlete anticipates having 
a future athletic career, they are focusing more energy on their sport than on their 
academics and therefore, not developing academically to the same degree as their peers 
who do not anticipate continuing in their sport. 
Establishing and Clarifying Purpose 
Almost all of the demographic variables have a significant correlation with 
Establishing and Clarifying Purpose. The only ones that do not are sex and whether or 
not the student-athlete receives a scholarship. The strongest correlation (.310, p<.01) is 
between grade point average and PUR, again indicating that a higher GPA would lead to 
a higher level of development. The number of years of varsity competition, age and 
probability of having a future were also significant at p<.01. The type of sport, team or 
individual, was almost significant at p<.05. The relationship between future and PUR is 
negative indicating that the score on the PUR task decreases if the student-athletes are 
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competing in a sport with a likelihood of a future. Since their sports become more like 
jobs than extracurricular activities, the academic and social experiences of the student- 
athletes are impacted. Coaches control nearly every aspect of the students’ lives and 
they are given little chance to develop in the ways typical of the college years (Toma & 
Cross, 2000). This supports Anotek’s (1989) finding that athletes in non-revenue sports 
were more advanced in developmental task achievement than those in revenue- 
producing sports. 
When the correlations for men and women are examined separately, it is 
interesting to note the differences in the strength of the relationships. As Table 10 
shows, the strongest correlation for women is between PUR and years of varsity 
competition (.376, p< 01), with age, and GPA coming closely behind. For men, none of 
the relationships are as strong as those for women, but the strongest is between PUR and 
GPA (.289, p<01). This is shown in Table 11. 
As seen in Table 9, the correlations between the independent variables and PUR 
are not as strong for freshmen. GPA, future, and type of sport are significant at p<.05. 
When women and men are examined separately, it is evident that the relationship for 
women are stronger than those for men, although none reaches the p<01 level of 
significance. 
Although most of the independent variables have significant correlations with 
PUR, most of the relationships are not extremely strong. This would seem to indicate 
that, as a group, these variables are important in the PUR score but individually, they are 
not as important. 
Developing Mature Interpersonal Relationships 
The only demographic variable to have a significant correlation with Developing 
Mature Interpersonal Relationships is sex (.160, p<.05), which supports Anotek s 
(1989) findings. Again, this is as expected as women should have a greater likelihood 
of a higher MIR score than men. When freshmen were examined independently, as seen 
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in Table 9, sex was still the only variable to have a correlation with MIR. The 
relationship was stronger (.254, p< 01) than it was for freshmen, sophomores, and 
juniors together. Therefore, the scores for sophomores and juniors served to bring down 
the score for the three classes together. This may either be because the samples from 
these groups are so small that it is not possible to get accurate scores from them or 
because of the negative impact that participating on an athletic team has on developing 
relationships. There is a possibility that isolating, loyal aspects of team participation 
could lower development. 
As Sowa and Gressard (1983) point out, a high score on the MIR task indicates a 
shift toward greater independence and individuality. This may be “uncharacteristic of 
peer relationships in the athletic environment” (p.238) which explains the lack of strong 
correlations between the independent variables and MIR. Furthermore, Williams and 
Winston (1985) found that involvement in organized student activities did not impact 
development in the area of developing mature relationships with peers. 
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Multivariate Analysis 
A number of regression analyses were done on each of the dependent variables, 
Establishing and Clarifying Purpose, Academic Autonomy and Managing Interpersonal 
Relationships, using the following demographic variables: years of varsity competition, 
age, grade point average, future athletic career, type of sport, sex, race, and athletic 
scholarship. The regressions were done in order to show how much of the variance in 
the dependent variables is explained by the independent variables. Each of the tasks, or 
dependent variables, will be discussed separately. 
Establishing and Clarifying Purpose 
It is with the PUR task that the most independent variables were found to be 
significant. Table 14 shows the regression results for the PUR task with all of the 
independent variables included. The most significant variable in this regression is grade 
point average (p<.01). The other significant variables are years on a varsity team 
(p<.05) and whether or not the student-athlete is likely to have a future in the sport 
(p<.05). Race and athletic scholarship had the weakest significance. The eight 
variables examined explain 19.6% of the variance in the PUR score. 
t 
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Table 14 
Regression Analysis of Establishing and Clarifying Purpose 
B Std. 
Error 
Standardized 
Coefficients 
Beta 
t Sig. 
(Constant) 7.848 9.455 
.830 .408 
Years Varsity 2.030 .898 .171 2.260 .025 
Age .573 .497 .089 1.153 .250 
Grade Point 
Average 
5.099 1.245 .305 4.095 .000 
Future -4.011 1.846 -.179 -2.173 .031 
Type of Sport -2.071 1.915 -.088 -1.081 .281 
Sex -1.867 1.570 -.086 -1.189 .236 
Race -.454 1.919 -.016 -.236 .813 
Athletic 
Scholarship 
R2 = .196 
-.499 1.850 -.019 -.270 .787 
Since there is a relationship between age and years of varsity competition, and 
years of competition has a stronger B coefficient, another regression was run without 
age. This is shown in Table 15. This table shows that GPA continues to be the most 
significant variable (pK.Ol), but that years of varsity competition has become more 
significant (£<.01). Therefore, without age as a confounding variable in the regression, 
years of varsity competition becomes more important in the PUR task. Whether or not 
the sport has a future remains a significant variable without age as a variable in the 
regression (j><.05). The seven remaining variables explain 19% of the variance in the 
PUR score suggesting that the effects of age are mediated by other variables in the 
equation. 
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Table 15 
Regression Analysis of Establishing and Clarifying Purpose without Age 
B Std. Error Standardized 
Coefficients 
Beta 
t Sig. 
(Constant) 18.00 4.066 4.427 
.000 
Years 
Varsity 
2.538 .793 .214 3.200 
.002 
GPA 5.083 1.229 .306 4.135 .000 
Future -4.320 1.817 -.194 
-2.378 .018 
Type of 
sport 
-2.387 1.873 
-.101 
-1.275 .204 
Sex -2.003 1.560 -.093 -1.284 .201 
Race -.103 1.886 -.004 
-.055 .956 
Scholarship 
R2 = .190 
-.478 1.841 -.018 -.259 .796 
Many of the first year students in this study (n=45, 30% of first year students) 
did not have a grade point average since they were in their first semester of college. 
Those students without GPAs were coded as having missing data in the analysis. Since 
GPA was found to be significant in this regression, it was important to see the 
difference in significance between freshmen and sophomores and juniors. Table 16 
shows the regression for just first year students without age as an independent variable, 
while Table 17 shows the same for sophomores and juniors. For first year students, 
GPA is not a significant variable and describes very little of PUR. Years of varsity 
competition is significant (p<.05), although there was probably no variance in this 
variable because all of the first year students would have been in their first year of 
competition. On the other hand, GPA is significant for juniors and seniors (p<.01), but 
no other variables are significant, including future which was significant in the other 
regressions. 
It is interesting to note that for freshmen, the seven variables used in the 
regression explain 12% of the variance in PUR score while for juniors and seniors, they 
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explain almost 25% of the variance. There is likely to be little variance in the freshmen 
sample due to the similarities in their demographic charcteristics while there are likely 
to be greater differences among the sophomores and juniors. 
Table 16 
Athletes without Age 
B Std. Error Standardized 
Coefficients 
Beta 
t Sig. 
(Constant) 24.295 5.901 4.117 .000 
Years 3.679 1.805 .209 2.038 .045 
Varsity 
GPA 2.305 1.704 .155 1.353 .180 
Future -5.035 2.876 -.244 -1.751 .084 
Type of -1.278 2.910 -.059 -.439 .662 
sport 
Sex -2.267 2.374 -.111 -.955 .342 
Race -.710 2.635 -.028 -.269 .788 
Scholarship -.650 2.859 -.025 -.227 .821 
R2 = .121 
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Table 17 
Student-Athletes without Age 
B Std. Error Standardized 
Coefficients 
Beta 
t Sig. 
(Constant) 12.495 6.093 2.051 .043 
Years 
Varsity 
.630 1.440 .042 .437 .663 
GPA 8.312 1.788 .473 4.648 .000 
Future -3.145 2.576 -.135 -1.221 .225 
Type of 
sport 
-2.516 2.613 -.101 -.963 .338 
Sex -2.308 2.124 -.106 -1.087 .280 
Race 1.584 2.838 .053 .558 .578 
Scholarship 
R2 = .245 
i o
 
2.537 -.012 -.121 .904 
Academic Autonomy 
Similar to the task of Establishing and Clarifying Purpose, grade point average is 
the most significant variable for the task of Academic Autonomy as seen in Table 18. 
For this task, all of the other demographic variables were found to have a very weak 
significance and to be weak indicators of Academic Autonomy. The eight variables 
combined only explain 16% of the variance in AA score. 
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Table 18 
Regression Analysis of Academic Autonomy 
B Std. Error Standardized 
Coefficients 
Beta 
t Sig. 
(Constant) 2.493 2.240 1.113 .267 
Years Varsity 1.196E-02 .213 .004 .056 .955 
Age -.109 .117 -.071 
-.933 .352 
Grade Point 1.605 .295 .399 5.433 .000 
Average 
Future 3.271E-02 .435 .006 .075 .940 
Type of Sport 5.959E-02 .459 .010 .130 .897 
Sex -8.449E-02 .368 -.016 -.230 .819 
Race -7.013E-02 .434 -.011 -.162 .872 
Athletic 6.072E-02 .425 .010 .143 .887 
Scholarship 
R2 = .160 
Another regression was done on the Academic Autonomy task without age as an 
independent variable as seen in Table 19. The results were very similar to the previous 
regression. GPA remained as the only significant variable. As was the case with PUR, 
only about .5% of the variance in AA score seems to be affected by age, again 
suggesting that the effects of age are mediated by other variables. 
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Table 19 
Regression Analysis of Academic Autonomy Without Age 
B Std. Error Standardized t Sig. 
Coefficients * 
Beta 
(Constant) .647 .959 .675 .501 
Years Varsity -8.281E-02 .189 .029 
-.439 .661 
Grade Point 1.568 .291 .393 5.379 .000 
Average 
Future 9.251E-02 .429 .018 .216 .830 
Type of Sport .158 .449 .028 .351 .726 
Sex -8.323E-02 .365 -.016 -.228 .820 
Race -.135 .428 -.021 -.315 .753 
Athletic 
Scholarship 
R2 = .155 
6.079E-02 .423 .010 .144 .886 
Additional comparisons were made between freshmen and sophomores and 
juniors. No significant differences were found. GPA remained the only independent 
variable with any level of significance. For first year students, R2 =. 139 with a beta 
coefficient of .375 (sig.= .001) for GPA. For sophomores, R2 = .250 and the beta 
coefficient for GPA is .225 (sig.= .113). Finally, for juniors, R2 = .454. The beta 
coefficient for GPA is .733 (sig.= .000). Therefore, the greatest variance is explained by 
these variables for juniors, but because the sample size is so small for juniors, it is 
unclear how accurate this is. 
Baker (1997) had a similar finding with GPA having the strongest association 
with AA. This suggests that “students who are able to develop those traits associated 
with Academic Autonomy are far more likely to excel academically than those who do 
not” (Baker, p. 209). 
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Developing Mature Interpersonal Relationships 
This regression analysis shows that none of the demographic variables are 
significant in the task of Managing Interpersonal Relationships (Table 20). Even grade 
point average, which was significant for the other two tasks, is not significant here. Sex 
and race have the highest level of significance with MIR, yet these are not statistically 
significant. Only 3% of the variance in the MIR score is explained by the eight 
variables used in the analysis. Another variable which may have been helpful in 
explaining the variance is SAT total score. Baker (1997) found it to be significant 
predictor of PUR, AA, and MIR. In further research, this should be included. 
Table 20 
Regression Analysis of Managing Interpersonal Relationships 
B Std. 
Error 
Standardized 
Coefficients 
Beta 
t Sig. 
(Constant) 16.501 4.855 3.399 .001 
Years Varsity -.428 .462 -.075 -.927 .355 
Age .109 .254 .035 .431 .667 
Grade Point -7.672E02 .640 -.010 -.120 .905 
Average 
Future -.311 .943 -.030 -.330 .742 
Type of Sport .793 1.005 .068 .789 .431 
Sex .935 .803 .090 1.165 .245 
Race -1.381 .980 -.104 -1.409 .161 
Athletic .281 .926 .023 .303 .762 
Scholarship 
R2 = .031 
Another regression was run on the MIR task without age and very little changed. 
No independent variables were found to be significant. Comparisons were also made 
between freshmen and sophomores and juniors. There were no differences worth noting 
between these groups. 
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Students with high MIR scores are described as having “developed relationships 
with peers characterized by independence, frankness, and trust; they appreciate 
individual differences among friends and acquaintances and feel reduced pressure to 
conform to group norms or to conceal disagreements” (Winston & Miller, 1987, p. 9). 
Furthermore, they are free from the need for continuous reassurance and approval from 
others and have minimal dependence on parents for direction in decision making” 
(Winston & Miller, p. 9). Development in this area appears to not be related to the 
independent variables being examined here. This supports Baker’s (1997) findings that 
“no college environment variables ever show any association with Developing Mature 
Relationships or its subtasks” (p. 194). It seems likely that the findings would be 
similar for non-athletes and that different variables, such as birth order, race, high 
school experience, would have a greater impact on MIR. 
Analysis of Research Hypotheses 
There were four hypotheses which were examined in this study. The analysis of 
these hypotheses is discussed here. The primary analyses of these hypotheses included 
only freshmen, sophomore, and junior respondents. Seniors were excluded from the 
analysis. Additional analyses were done with various subsets of the population. 
Hypothesis One 
The first hypothesis in this study speculated that women student-athletes will 
have achieved a higher level of psychosocial development than male athletes. In 
general, this hypothesis was found not to be true. The only task for which this was 
found to be true is Developing Mature Interpersonal Relationships. As shown in Table 
21, the female score of 18.16 is significantly higher than the male score of 16.49 
(p<.01). Therefore, women are more likely “to have developed relationships with peers 
characterized by independence, frankness, and trust” (Winston and Miller, 1987, p. 9); 
they are more open to differences and need less reassurance and approval from others. 
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Table 21 
Comparison of Mean MIR scores by Sex 
Sex Mean N Std. Deviation 
Female 18.1616 99 5.2736 
Male 16.4901 151 4.9124 
Total 17.2016 253 5.1055 
F = 4.309 Sig. = .014 
When mean MIR scores were compared for just freshmen student-athletes, an 
even greater difference was found between men and women. As Table 22 shows, the 
mean score of 19.400 for women is significantly higher than the 16.8571 score for men 
(p<.01). Table 23 shows the Mean MIR scores for sophomores. The difference is no 
longer significant as is the case for junior men and women. Therefore, the only 
difference between men’s and women’s scores is that of freshmen. This might indicate 
that when they arrive at college, freshmen student-athletes, especially women, are more 
independent and need less reassurance from others than by the time they are juniors. 
This may be due to the large role that their team plays in their lives and their need to 
rely closely on their teammates. This supports Anotek’s (1989) finding that female 
athletes are more advanced in the area of developing mature relationships than male 
athletes. Anotek hypothesized that “a possible contributing factor could be that female 
athletes are more responsive and receptive to the affiliation and interpersonal 
cooperation which constitute involvement in sport” (p. 62). It is important to note that 
the differences in mean MIR scores could also be due to the low response rates for 
sophomores and juniors. The data for freshmen are the most reliable and this is where 
there is the greatest significance. 
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Table 22 
Comparison of Mean Freshmen MIR scores by Sex 
Sex Mean N Std. Deviation 
Female 19.4000 55 4.7849 
Male 16.8571 84 4.7360 
Total 17.8633 139 4.9096 
F = 9.463 Sig. = .003 
Table 23 
Comparison of Mean Sophomore MIR scores by Sex 
Sex Mean N Std. Deviation 
Female 17.4091 22 4.7875 
Male 15.6842 38 5.1102 
Total 16.3167 60 5.0236 
F = 1.661 Sig. = .203 
Table 24 
Comparison of Mean Junior MIR scores by Sex 
Sex Mean N Std. Deviation 
Female 15.8182 22 6.2308 
Male 16.7200 25 4.7480 
Total 16.2979 47 5.4490 
F = .316 Sig. = .577 
For the task of Establishing and Clarifying Purpose, the mean scores for men and 
women are almost indistinguishable and the difference between the two is not 
significant (Table 25). Similarly, when separate by class year, none of the differences 
were significant. This supports Baker’s (1997) findings that there is no association 
between sex and PUR score. 
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Table 25 
Comparison of Mean PUR scores by Sex 
Sex Mean N Std. Deviation 
Female 32.7755 98 11.1517 
Male 32.5616 146 10.9953 
Total 32.6113 247 10.9975 
F=.l 19 Sig. = .888 
For the Academic Autonomy task, once again, the difference is not significant 
(Table 26). This remained true when the scores were compared by class year. Baker 
(1997) had similar findings. 
Table 26 
Comparison of Mean AA scores by Sex 
Sex Mean N Std. Deviation 
Female 5.0099 101 2.6438 
Male 4.4359 156 2.5149 
Total 4.6654 260 2.5754 
F= 1.555, Sig = .213 
Looking at overall task scores, PUR, MIR, and AA combined, in order to get a 
sense of overall development, the women’s mean score is not significantly higher than 
the men’s mean score (Table 27). When freshmen were examined independently, the 
relationship was not significant, as seen in Table 28. 
Table 27 
Comparison of Mean Total Scores by Sex 
Sex Mean N Std. Deviation 
Female 55.6211 95 12.8892 
Male 53.3404 141 12.7160 
Total 54.2803 239 12.7491 
F = .935, Sig. = .394 
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Table 28 
Comparison of Mean Total Scores for Freshmen by Sex 
Sex Mean N Std. Deviation 
Female 54.4906 53 13.8364 
Male 51.3718 78 11.4530 
Total 52.6336 131 12.5153 
F= 1.974, Sig. = .162 
Hypothesis Two 
The second hypothesis is that athletes who anticipate having a professional 
career are expected to not have developed to as high a level in the task of establishing 
and clarifying purpose (PUR) than those who do not expect to be able to make a career 
out of their sport. For the purpose of this research, the sports in which student-athletes 
might have anticipated having a professional career are basketball (men’s and 
women’s), baseball, football, ice hockey, soccer (men’s and women’s), and softball. 
The mean PUR score for those participating in sports with an anticipated future 
is 29.7732. The mean score for those in sports without a likely future is 34.4324, which 
is significantly higher than the mean score for those in sports with a possible future 
(Table 29). Therefore, this hypothesis was supported by the research. 
Table 29 
Comparison of PUR means bv Future 
Future Mean N Std. 
Deviation 
No Future 34.4324 148 10.4362 
Future 29.7732 97 11.2884 
Total 32.5878 245 10.9984 
F = 10.944, Sig. = .001 
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Men and women were examined separately. It is interesting to note that for 
males, the mean score of 35.49 for those in sports without a future is significantly higher 
than for those in a sport with an anticipated future where the mean score is 29.63 
(£<.001). For women, the difference in mean scores is not significant. This is probably 
due to the small number of options available to women in athletics beyond college. 
Therefore, they are forced to concentrate on more areas of their development. 
Similar differences in mean PUR scores were found when comparisons were 
made based on class year. In the cases of freshmen, sophomores, and juniors the scores 
of student-athletes in sports without an anticipated future were always higher than those 
of student-athletes with an anticipated future, although the differences were not always 
statistically significant. These results can be seen in Tables 30, 31, and 32. 
Table 30 
Comparison of PUR Means for Freshmen by Future 
Future Mean N Std. Deviation 
No Future 31.6316 76 9.5063 
Future 28.0484 62 10.8377 
Total 30.0217 138 10.2455 
F = 4.276, Sig. = .041 
Table 31 
Comparison of PUR Means for Sophomores by Future 
Future Mean N Std. Deviation 
No Future 36.5128 39 10.0757 
Future 31.3158 19 9.9502 
Total 34.8103 58 10.2469 
F = 3.426, Sig. = .069 
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Table 32 
Comparison of PUR Means for Juniors by Future 
Future Mean N Std. Deviation 
No Future 38.1667 30 11.3261 
Future 35.2667 15 13.5776 
Total 37.2000 45 12.0465 
F = .574, Sig. = .453 
Based on these results, one would expect student-athletes in sports without an 
anticipated future to a) have better defined and explored educational goals and plans; 
b) have made appropriate career plans using knowledge of themselves and the world of 
work; c) have established a direction in their lives and made plans for the future; d) have 
a wide range of cultural interests, and e) structure their lives so as to allow them “to 
satisfy daily needs, meet personal responsibilities, manage personal finances 
appropriately, and satisfactorily meet academic demands” (Winston & Miller, 1987, p. 
9). Due to their commitment to their sport and possible future career, athletes in sports 
with an anticipated future will not be as well developed in these areas, according to 
these findings. This supports the findings of Pascarella et al. (1999) that male athletes 
in football and basketball have a lower level of cognitive development than those in 
other sports and than nonathletes. 
Hypothesis Three 
The next hypothesis is that student-athletes who play team sports are expected to 
be developed to a higher level than those who participate in individual sports in the task 
of developing mature interpersonal relationships (MIR). For the purpose of this 
research, basketball, baseball, crew, field hockey, football, ice hockey lacrosse, soccer, 
softball, volleyball, and water polo were identified as team sports and all of the others 
were considered to be individual sports. 
As Table 33 shows, the mean score of those participating in individual sports, 
17.4127, is higher, although not significantly so, than the mean for those in team sports, 
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17.0851 therefore, this hypothesis is not true. Type of sport is not a factor in the MIR 
task. 
Table 33 
Comparison of Mean MIR scores by Type of Sport 
Type of Sport Mean N Std. Deviation 
Team 17.0851 188 4.9859 
Individual 17.4127 63 5.4967 
Total 17.1673 251 5.1096 
F = .193, Sig. = .661 
When the mean MIR scores of freshmen on team and individual sports were 
compared, that of student-athletes participating in team sports was again found not to be 
significantly higher than that of those participating in individual sports. This can be 
seen in Table 34. On the other hand, when the scores of sophomores and juniors were 
compared, the score for those in individual sports was higher, and closer to being 
significant, than that of those in team sports, as seen in Table 35. This shows that it is 
the upperclass student-athletes who are bringing up the mean MIR score for those in 
individual sports, and it is the freshmen who are bringing up the mean score for those in 
team sports. In both instances, the numbers of student-athletes participating in 
individual sports is substantially lower than that of those on team sports. 
Table 34 
Comparison of Mean Freshmen MIR Scores by Type of Sport 
Type of Sport Mean N Std. Deviation 
Team 17.9135 104 4.6741 
Individual 17.8056 36 5.5694 
Total 17.8857 140 4.8991 
F = .013 Sig. = .910 
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Table 35 
Comparison of mean Sophomore and Junior MIR scores bv type of sport 
Type of Sport Mean N Std. Deviation 
Team 15.9880 83 5.1832 
Individual 17.4167 24 5.1661 
Total 16.3084 107 5.1896 
F= 1.417 Sig. = .237 
Hypothesis Four 
The final hypothesis is that athletes who have obtained a higher GPA would be 
expected to have developed more completely in the area of establishing and clarifying 
purpose (PUR) than those with lower grades. In order to examine this a Pearson 
Correlation was used, as seen in Table 36. The correlation between GPA and PUR 
score of .310 was found to be significant. This hypothesis is true. 
Table 36 
Pearson Correlation of PUR Scores by GPA 
Grade Point Average Purpose 
Grade Point Average 
Pearson Correlation 1.000 .310** 
Sig. (2-tailed) .000 
N 212 198 
Purpose 
Pearson Correlation .310** 1.000 
Sig. (2-tailed) .000 
N 198 247 
** Correlation is significant at the .01 level (2-tailed). 
Similar results were found when correlations were made based on class year. 
The weakest correlation was found when freshmen were examined on their own, as seen 
in Table 37. This is probably due to the fact that a large number of freshmen did not 
have a grade point average. The relationship became slightly stronger when 
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sophomores were included (Table 38) and the relationship was the strongest for 
sophomores and juniors (Table 39). 
Table 37 
Pearson Correlation of PUR scores by GPA for Freshmen 
Grade Point Average Purpose 
Grade Point Average 
Pearson Correlation 1.000 .204* 
Sig. (2-tailed) 
.046 
N 103 96 
Purpose 
Pearson Correlation .204* 1.000 
Sig. (2-tailed) .046 
N 96 139 
** Correlation is significant at the .05 level (2-tailed). 
Table 38 
Pearson Correlation of PUR scores by GPA for Freshmen and Sophomores 
Grade Point Average Purpose 
Grade Point Average 
Pearson Correlation 
Sig. (2-tailed) 
1.000 .262** 
.001 
N 162 151 
Purpose 
Pearson Correlation 
Sig. (2-tailed) 
.262** 
.001 
1.000 
N 151 197 
** Correlation is significant at the .01 level (2-tailed). 
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Table 39 
Pearson Correlation of PUR scores by GPA for Sophomores and Juniors 
Grade Point Average Purpose 
Grade Point Average 
Pearson Correlation 1.000 429** 
Sig. (2-tailed) 
.000 
N 107 100 
Purpose 
Pearson Correlation 429** 1.000 
Sig. (2-tailed) .000 
N 100 103 
** Correlation is significant at the .01 level (2-tailed). 
This finding leads the researcher to conclude that student-athletes with a higher 
grade point average a) have better defined and explored educational goals and plans; 
b) have made appropriate career plans using knowledge of themselves and the world of 
work; c) have established a direction in their lives and made plans for the future; d) have 
a wide range of cultural interests, and e) structure their lives so as to allow them “to 
satisfy daily needs, meet personal responsibilities, manage personal finances 
appropriately, and satisfactorily meet academic demands” (Winston and Miller, 1987, p. 
9). It would seem as if those with a higher grade point average are concentrating more 
on life after college and making appropriate decisions about this while in college. 
Other Observations 
The data were examined in a number of other ways in order to see if there were 
significant findings. This included examining different tasks from those already studied 
in the four hypotheses. Because so much information could be gleaned from the data, it 
was necessary to look at it in a number of ways. These observations will be discussed 
here. 
In the second hypothesis, the likelihood of student-athletes having a future in his 
or her sport was found to be a significant variable in the task of Establishing and 
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Clarifying Purpose. The variable, future, was then examined with the other tasks, 
Developing Mature Interpersonal Relationships and Academic Autonomy as well as 
with the total task score. The mean MIR score for student-athletes in sports without an 
anticipated future is 17.3265 while the score for those in sports with a possible future is 
16.9423 (Table 40). The slight difference between these scores is not significant, 
indicating that there is no difference in MIR scores based on the likelihood of a future 
sports career. The results were very similar when freshmen were examined separately, 
as seen in Table 41. These results indicate that student-athletes achievement on the 
MIR task is not impacted by a potential future career. 
Table 40 
Comparison of Mean MIR Scores by Future 
Future Mean N Std. Deviation 
No Future 17.3265 147 5.5790 
Future 16.9423 104 4.3774 
Total 17.1673 251 5.1096 
F = .344, Sig. = .558 
Table 41 
Comparison of Mean MIR Scores for Freshmen by Future 
Future Mean N Std. Deviation 
No Future 18.3784 74 5.0794 
Future 17.3333 66 4.6652 
Total 17.8857 140 4.8991 
F = 1.594 Sig. = .209 
In examining the mean scores on the Academic Autonomy task, the student- 
athletes in sports without a perceived future had 4.8808 and those with a possible future 
had 4.3084. Again this difference was not significant as seen in Table 42. When this 
relationship was examined for freshmen, the mean score of 5.08 for those in a sport 
without a potential future was slightly higher than that of student-athletes with a 
potential future, although this was not statistically significant. This can be seen in Table 
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43. It is not surprising that student-athletes in sports without a future have a higher AA 
score. As these results are beginning to show, one would anticipate that the difference 
in mean scores would become even greater as class year rises. 
Table 42 
Comparison of Mean AA Scores by Future 
Future Mean N Std. Deviation 
No Future 4.8808 151 2.6405 
Future 4.3084 107 2.4472 
Total 4.6434 258 2.5728 
F = 3.125 Sig. =078 
Table 43 
Comparison of Mean AA Scores for Freshmen by Future 
Future Mean N Std. Deviation 
No Future 5.0779 77 2.5328 
Future 4.4265 68 2.5470 
Total 4.7724 145 2.5515 
F = 2.376 Sig. = .125 
Finally, in comparing the mean total task scores by future, it was found that 
student-athletes in sports without a future had a 56.7133 while those in sports with a 
future had 50.3617 (Table 44). This difference is statistically significant indicating that 
overall, those in sports without a future have a higher level of development than those in 
sports with a future. This strong relationship holds for freshmen as well, as seen in 
Table 45. Furthermore, it holds for both men and women. Therefore, it is significant 
for all of the major sub-groups examined in this study. Since these student-athletes are 
not planning to pursue their sport after college, they are concentrating on other aspects 
of their development while in college, leading to this higher total task score. On the 
other hand, student-athletes involved in high profile competition are concentrating on 
success on the field rather than in other areas (Toma & Cross, 2000). 
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Table 44 
Comparison of Mean Total Task Scores by Future 
Future Mean N Std. Deviation 
No Future 56.7133 143 12.4519 
Future 50.3617 94 12.2271 
Total 54.1941 237 12.7241 
F= 14.969, Sig. = .000 
Table 45 
Comparison of Mean Total Task Scores for Freshmen by Future 
Future Mean N Std. Deviation 
No Future 55.2917 72 11.7227 
Future 49.2167 60 12.3578 
Total 52.5303 132 12.3483 
F = 8.367 Sig. = .004 
The third hypothesis in this study examined the difference between student- 
athletes participating in team sports and those involved in individual sports on the task 
of Managing Interpersonal Relationships. In addition to this, comparisons were made 
on the task of Establishing and Clarifying Purpose. Table 46 shows that there is a 
moderately significant difference in mean scores between these two groups on this task. 
Student-athletes participating in individual sports have a higher score on the PUR task 
than those involved in team sports. This relationship is slightly more significant for 
freshmen as seen in Table 47. Interestingly, this relationship is significant for men as 
seen in Table 48, but it is not significant for women. This may be due to the low 
number of women in individual sports (n=26 ) Potentially, as student-athletes get older, 
the relationship between type of sport and PUR becomes less significant. This is 
difficult to confirm due to the low response rates for sophomores and juniors. 
* 
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Table 46 
Comparison of Mean PUR Scores by Team or Individual Sport 
Type of sport Mean N Std. Deviation 
Team 31.7542 179 11.2991 
Individual 34.8485 66 9.8672 
Total 32.5878 245 10.9984 
F = 3.862, Sig. = .051 
Table 47 
Type of Sport Mean N Std. Deviation 
Team 28.8990 99 10.7480 
Individual 32.8718 39 8.3009 
Total 30.0217 138 10.2455 
F = 4.308 Sig. = .040 
Table 48 
Type of Sport Mean N Std. Deviation 
Team 31.4860 107 10.8518 
Individual 35.5128 29 10.9829 
Total 32.5616 146 10.9953 
F = 3.911 Sig. = .050 
Since according to the fourth hypothesis GPA is a significant factor in the task 
of Establishing and Clarifying Purpose, it was important to also examine the correlation 
between GPA and the other tasks. The data shown in Table 49 indicate that the 
correlation between GPA and the Academic Autonomy task is also significant. 
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Table 49 
Pearson Correlation of AA Scores by GPA 
Grade Point Average Academic Autonomy 
Grade Point Average 
Pearson Correlation 1.00 .382** 
Sig. (2-tailed) .000 
N 212 209 
Academic Autonomy 
Pearson Correlation .382** 1.000 
Sig. (2-tailed) .000 
N 209 260 
** Correlation is significant at the .01 level (2-tailed). 
This significant correlation means that student-athletes with higher grade point 
averages are able to deal with ambiguity and “monitor and control their behavior in 
ways that allow them to attain personal goals and fulfill responsibilities” (Winston and 
Miller, 1987, p.10). Furthermore, they can use study plans and schedules effectively, 
perform well academically, and require minimal direction from others. If student- 
athletes with lower GPAs were able to do these things effectively, they would probably 
perform better academically. This strong correlation holds for freshmen as seen in 
Table 50. 
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Table 50 
Pearson Correlation of AA Scores for Freshmen bv GPA 
Grade Point Average Academic Autonomy 
Grade Point Average 
Pearson Correlation 1.000 
.345** 
Sig. (2-tailed) 
.855 
N 103 99 
Academic Autonomy 
Pearson Correlation .345** 1.000 
Sig. (2-tailed) .000 
N 102 146 
** Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed). 
Table 51 shows the correlation between GPA and the Developing Mature 
Interpersonal Relationships task. This relationship was not found to be significant. In 
addition, no significant correlation was found for freshmen. 
Table 51 
Pearson Correlation of MIR Scores by GPA 
Grade Point Average Managing Interpersonal 
Relationships 
Grade Point Average 
Pearson Correlation 1.00 .061 
Sig. (2-tailed) .386 
N 212 204 
Academic Autonomy 
Pearson Correlation .061 1.000 
Sig. (2-tailed) .386 
N 204 253 
Finally, grade point average was examined with the total task score, the sum of 
the PUR, AA, and MIR scores. As expected, this correlation was found also to be 
significant for the three classes combined and for freshmen. These relationships are 
shown in Tables 52 and 53 respectively. This shows that student-athletes with a higher 
\ 
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GPA have a higher level of total development. They are probably focusing on more 
aspects of their life than just athletics. 
Table 52 
Pearson Correlation of Total Task Scores by GPA 
Grade Point Average Total Task Score 
Grade Point Average 
Pearson Correlation 1.000 
.360** 
Sig. (2-tailed) 
.000 
N 212 193 
Total Task Score 
Pearson Correlation .360** 1.000 
Sig. (2-tailed) .000 
N 193 239 
** Correlation is significant at the .01 level (2-tailed). 
Table 53 
Pearson Correlation of Total Task Scores for Freshmen by GPA 
Grade Point Average Total Task Score 
Grade Point Average 
Pearson Correlation 1.000 .221* 
Sig. (2-tailed) .034 
N 103 93 
Total Task Score 
Pearson Correlation .221 1.000 
Sig. (2-tailed) .034 
N 93 133 
* Correlation is significant at 0.05 level (2-tailed). 
The areas where the most significant differences found were between sports 
where student-athletes perceived that they might have a future and those where they did 
not and in students with higher, as opposed to lower GPAs. A comparison of means 
was done between these two groups and the results are in Table 54. The same 
comparison was made with just freshmen and similar results were found (see Table 55). 
This indicates that student-athletes participating in sports where they are not likely to 
have a future have a significantly higher GPA than those participating in sports where 
< 
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they might have a future. Since it is very unlikely that student-athletes in either group 
will have a future in their sport, this shows the need for all student-athletes to 
concentrate on their academics in an effort to attain a higher GPA. 
Table 54 
Comparison of Mean GPAs by Future 
Future Mean N Std. Deviation 
No Future 2.8836 128 .6023 
Future 2.4265 83 .5912 
Total 2.7038 211 .6372 
F = 29.418, Sig. = .000 
Table 55 
Comparison of Mean GPAs for Freshmen by Future 
Future Mean N Std. Deviation 
No Future 2.9368 57 .6064 
Future 2.3978 45 .6415 
Total 2.6990 102 .6749 
F= 18.881, Sig. = .000 
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CHAPTER 5 
CONCLUSIONS, DISCUSSION, AND FURTHER RESEARCH 
Overview of Findings 
Four hypotheses were examined in this study. Two were found to be true and 
the other two were found to be partially true or not true at all. The first hypothesis was 
that women student-athletes would have achieved a higher level of psychosocial 
development than male athletes. For the most part, this was found not to be true. The 
only area of development where women do have a higher level of development than 
men is in the task of Managing Interpersonal Relationships (MIR). In this task, the 
mean score for women of 18.1616 was significantly higher than that for men, 16.4901 
(p<.01). 
The second hypothesis was that student-athletes who anticipate having a 
professional career will have developed to a lower level in the task of establishing and 
clarifying purpose (PUR) than those athletes who are less likely to make a career out of 
their sport. The sports in which students-athletes might think that they could have a 
professional career are basketball (men’s and women’s), baseball, football, ice hockey, 
soccer (men’s and women’s), and softball. This hypothesis was substantiated. The 
mean score on PUR for those in sports with a potential future was 29.7732, significantly 
higher than the mean for those with less potential of a future, which was 34.4324, 
P<.001. The difference for men was even more dramatic. The mean score for those in 
sports without a future, 35.49, is significantly higher than for those with an anticipated 
future, 29.63 (p<.001). The difference is mean scores is not significant for women. 
The third hypothesis was not substantiated. This stated that student-athletes who 
play team sports are expected to be developed to a higher level in the task of developing 
mature interpersonal relationships (MIR) than those who play individual sports. In fact, 
the mean was slightly higher for student-athletes playing individual sports (17.4127) 
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than those participating in team sports (17.0851) although this difference was not 
statistically significant. 
The fourth hypothesis was that student-athletes who have obtained a higher GPA 
would be expected to have developed to a higher degree on the task of establishing and 
clarifying purpose (PUR) than those with a lower GPA. The pearson correlation of .310 
was found to be significant at p<.01. 
As these results show, the most significant differences within the student-athlete 
population are based on whether or not there is a likelihood of a professional career and 
on the student-athlete’s overall GPA. 
Discussion 
The results of this research do verify the idea that there are a number of 
differences within the student-athlete population, and therefore, student-athletes should 
not all be treated in the same ways. Although there do not seem to be significant 
differences based on sex or whether the individual participated in a team and individual 
sport, there are significant differences based upon GPA and whether there is a perceived 
future in a sport. 
As stated above, the most significant findings were that student-athletes who are 
less likely to have a future athletic career have a higher mean score on the PUR task 
than those who think that they may have a future and that those with a higher GPA have 
a higher mean score on the PUR task than those with a lower GPA. Anotek (1989) 
found that athletes in non-revenue producing sports were more advanced in 
developmental task achievement than those in revenue producing sports, which supports 
the conclusions from this study. In addition, Pascarella et al. (1999) found that male 
athletes in the revenue producing sports of basketball and football were at a lower level 
of cognitive development than both nonathletes and male athletes in other sports. 
Furthermore, the negative cognitive impacts of participating in football and basketball 
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were not limited to Division I institutions, but seemed to be across the board, at all types 
of institutions. 
The strong correlation between GPA and developmental level, based on the 
SDTLI, seems to indicate a connection between cognitive development and 
psychosocial development. As Knefelekamp et al (1978) pointed out, psychosocial 
development theory and cognitive development theory are complementary because “one 
describes what students will be concerned about and what decisions will be primary; the 
other suggests how students will think about those issues and what shifts in reasoning 
will occur” (p. xii). This strong correlation gives credence to the recommendation of 
guaranteeing a four-year scholarship dependant on academic performance (Gerdy, 
1997). This would force the student-athlete to focus on academics to some degree, and 
therefore may help in their overall development. 
One of the most common images of the student-athlete is as the “dumb jock.” 
Student-athletes take on this persona because they do not have time for anything else, 
including academics. As Adler and Adler (1991) noted 
Their basketball affairs were so much more immediately pressing, not only in 
the abstract, but due to the presence of others making specific demands on them, 
that it was easy for them to relegate all other areas to the realm of 
unimportance, (p. 167) 
Others on campus begin to perceive the basketball players, and other student-athletes, as 
not caring about anything other than their sport, and they become categorized as “dumb 
jocks.” This image is further reinforced by the lack of academic support provided for 
student-athletes (Kennedy & Dimick, 1987). Since this study shows that student- 
athletes with lower GPAs are at a lower level developmental^, it is understandable why 
some may be perceived as dumb jocks, however inaccurate this image may be. 
Richards & Aries (1999) found that participation in athletics at a Division III 
institution was “associated with growth and did not impede academic achievement or 
campus involvement” (p. 217) and furthermore, that “success is indeed possible as both 
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a student and an athlete at a Division III institution, that athletic participation need not 
interfere with involvement on campus, and that athletics can contribute to personal 
growth” (p. 217). 
Based on prior research of men and women in athletics, it was surprising to find 
so few differences in the task scores between men and women. However, prior studies 
using the SDTLI (Anotek, 1989; Baker, 1997; Sheehan & Pearson, 1995) have not 
found significant differences based on sex. Prior literature (West, 1984; Blinde, 1989a) 
has shown that women tend to focus more on academics and are more likely to “retire” 
from competitive sport following their college career. This study found that the mean 
scores for men and women were almost identical. One explanation for this is the 
increasing number of options for women to pursue post-collegiate or professional sports 
careers. Soccer and basketball are the most visible of these, although there are also 
opportunities in other sports, including softball. Therefore, women may be becoming 
more like men in the ways that they think about, and dream about, having a future in 
athletics. Due to this, their scores are looking more similar to those of men. 
There are two exceptions to this. The first, which is consistent with Anotek’s 
and Baker’s findings, is that women have a higher mean score on the MIR task. This 
consistent difference in score means that women have more mature peer relationships, 
are more accepting of those who are different, and are more confident decision makers 
than their male peers. In their study of Asian international and American freshmen, 
Sheehan and Pearson found no differences in scores based on gender. The second 
exception was found in the analysis of the second hypothesis. Men who anticipated 
having a future in their sport have a significantly lower mean PUR score (29.63) than 
men who do not anticipate having a future (35.49, p<.001). This difference in mean 
scores does not exist for women. This may be due to the fact that the possibility of 
having a future is relatively new to women and therefore they may have developed other 
plans along the way. 
123 
Chickering and Reisser (1993) identify five characteristics typically found in 
groups which encourage development. The first is that groups encourage regular 
interaction between students and provides a foundation for relationships. The second is 
that it offers opportunities for collaboration and shared interests as well as engaging in 
meaningful activities. Next, it is small enough so that everyone feels like they matter to 
the community. Fourth, it includes people from diverse backgrounds. Finally, it serves 
as a reference group with boundaries for what is good and bad. Although these 
characteristics should describe athletic teams, therefore fostering positive development, 
peer pressure often wins out and negative development is the result. Blinde (1989b) 
acknowledges that “athletes may not have opportunities to pursue activities that lead to 
the development of diverse interests and well-rounded individuals” (p. 114). College 
student-athletes often find themselves socially isolated from the rest of the student body, 
leading to the development of a peer subculture that is often anti-intellectual in nature. 
This further reinforces the finding that there is a connection between lower GPAs and 
lower levels of development. 
Due to the dramatic difference in scores between those competing in sports 
where they might have a chance of a future and those in other sports, this research 
supports the proposal of not allowing first year students to compete in varsity athletics 
(Bailey & Littleton, 1991). By focusing on academics during their first year, these 
student-athletes may have the opportunity to see options other than athletics and 
therefore, may set goals for themselves outside of athletics. Pascarella et al. (1999) 
concluded that participating in football and basketball, in particular, consume so much 
physical and psychological energy that there is only a limited amount left for other 
things, including academics. In addition, they can use this time to do other things on 
campus, such as attend cultural events or get to know the people with whom they live in 
ways that they are not able to when they are competing. Another alternative is to put the 
fifth year, or year of no competition, at the end. Since very few of the student-athletes 
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will be competing in their sport after college, this would avoid interrupting their athletic 
career while in their prime. It would still give the student time to pursue other interests, 
meet new people, and to set goals outside of athletics. 
Martens and Cox (2000) point out that college athletes “display the same, if not 
more, commitment and dedication to their sports as most people do toward their 
careers” (p. 179). These student-athletes often think of their sport as their career or 
vocation. It is important to keep this in mind when providing them with information 
about jobs. If they have only thought of their sport as their career, they may have a very 
low vocational identity. It is also important for employers to understand the time and 
commitment student-athletes have given to their sports and how this would help to 
make them good employees. The skills of being on a team and working competitively 
are often easily transferable to a work setting. 
Since it does not seem likely that first year students will be banned from varsity 
competition in the near future, it is imperative that institutions have programs in place 
such as the career development programs or NCAA’s “Life Skills.” At Texas A&M 
University, there is a full-time staff member in career services who works with student- 
athletes. This person makes contact with the athletes during their freshman year, which 
forces these young student-athletes to consider issues relating to life after college. “Life 
Skills” focuses on the student-athlete as a whole: academics, athletics, personal 
development, service, and career development (Gerdy, 1997). Again, this encourages 
the student to look beyond athletics and to get as much out of the university experience 
as possible. 
It is also important to educate coaches about student development theory. 
Although coaches may know to treat first year student athletes differently than seniors, 
by giving them the context of student development theory, they will be able to work 
more effectively with their athletes. This will help both the individual student-athlete 
and the team. 
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Although intercollegiate athletes and their non-athlete peers share similar 
profiles, Parham (1993) identified a number of challenges which student-athletes face 
which other students do not. These are: 
A) learning to balance athletics and academics 
B) adapting to isolation from social and more “mainstream” processes 
C) managing success or lack thereof 
D) attending to their own physical health so as to minimize injury 
E) satisfying multiple relationships, including those having to do with coaches, parents, 
friends and community 
F) terminating an athletic career and finding other activities in which they will find 
similar satisfaction 
These additional pressures may explain why the mean scores of this sample (Table 4) 
were, in general, lower than the means for the normative sample (Appendix D). For 
example, the mean score for the PUR task in this study was 33.21. This is well below 
the normative mean score of 38.62. The mean score for freshmen in this study was 
30.15, also significantly lower than the normative mean score for freshmen of 32.41. 
The mean scores of two of the PUR subtasks, career planning (CP) and cultural 
participation (CUP) were particularly low, below the normative average for freshmen. 
On the other hand, the mean score for freshmen in this study, on the MIR task, is 17.93, 
slightly higher than the normative mean score for freshmen on 17.71. The mean scores 
of two of the three subtasks, peer relationships (PR) and tolerance (TOL) are also lower 
than the freshman normative means. The biggest difference in the other direction is on 
the Salubrious Lifestyle scale. The mean score for the student-athletes is 6.31 while the 
normative mean score is only 4.88. It would be expected for student-athletes to have a 
lifestyle “consistent with or promotes good health and wellness practices (Winston & 
Miller, 1987, p.10) which would explain why their SL mean is as high as it is. 
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The dual pressures to succeed both academically and athletically, and to serve 
the twin masters of academics and athletics can result in conflict among college athletes, 
between their roles as students and as athletes (Hurley, 1993; Mihalich, 1984). In many 
instances, the athletic role is more appealing because of its social dimension. Athletics 
gives “students the opportunity to share experiences with their teammates and to work 
toward common goals” (Cantor & Prentice, 1996, p.5). This can lead to feelings of 
estrangement from the rest of the campus community (Parham, 1993). 
Their basketball affairs were so much more immediately pressing, not only in 
the abstract, but due to the presence of others making specific demands on them, 
that it was easy for them to relegate all other areas to the realm of unimportance. 
Their scholarships demanded that they put their athletic responsibilities first, yet 
this had profound consequences for their selves. (Adler & Adler, p. 167) 
Rather than manage relationships, student-athletes competing in team sports have 
learned not to make waves. On the whole, they work to avoid conflict with their 
teammates rather than develop relationships with them. The bottom line scenario for 
any team is the need to win, which preempts any need to have strong relationships with 
one another. This explains why student-athletes in team sports had a lower mean score 
on the MIR scale than athletes competing in individual sports. 
Recommendations for Further Research 
If this study were to be repeated, it should include student-athletes from more 
than one institution. This would allow for comparisons among all of the student- 
athletes as well as between student-athletes at different institutions. Furthermore, it 
would be useful to have comparisons made with student-athletes at Ivy League 
institutions and in Division III programs because these are often held up as the ideal in 
collegiate athletics. In fact, even at Division III institutions such as Amherst College, 
there is some question as to whether the academic qualifications of the student body are 
being compromised by the student-athletes being brought in (Suggs, 1999b). A faculty 
study at Amherst found that between 1989 and 1998, “athletes with relatively poor 
academic records stood a much better chance of gaining admission to Amherst than did 
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non-athletes with similar records” (Suggs, p. A68). Furthermore, the athletes with low 
academic credentials when admitted were, in large part, found to have had grade point 
averages in the lowest quartile of their class. This study, as well as the findings of 
Pascarella et al. (1999) related to cognitive development, show that GPA is strong 
indicator of the level of psychosocial development among student-athletes at one 
institution and it would be useful to know if this is true of other student-athlete 
populations as well. 
This study, or a similar one, should be conducted longitudinally. Rather than 
comparing student-athletes of different class years competing at a specific time, student- 
athletes should be tracked during their entire college career and during their post-college 
life, if possible. This would give a more accurate assessment of the programs and 
services being offered to student-athletes. In addition, a cognitive component could be 
added to the study and cognitive development could be analyzed at the same time as 
psychosocial development. Furthermore, care should be taken to study student-athletes 
both in season and out of season to see what differences exist and to determine how they 
can better be served during these times of year. It would have been interesting, and 
useful, to have known if athletes were in-season or out of season when they completed 
the survey for this study. 
The SDTLI focuses on faculty and does not mention coaches. Since coaches 
play such a significant role in the lives of student-athletes, it is imporatnt to see how this 
relationship impacts development. Therefore, “faculty member” should be replaced by 
“coach” throughout the survey, in places where this is appropriate. For example, 
question # 51 says “within the past three months I have has a serious conversation with 
a faculty member regarding something of importance to me.” This would be an 
interesting place to examine the impact of coaches rather than faculty. 
The results of this study should also be compared to the scores of student- 
athletes at institutions with developmental programs in place, such as Life Skills or 
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those offered through career services offices. The ideal would be to offer a pilot 
developmental program and to compare the scores of the students who participated in 
the programs with those who did not. If that is not feasible, scores can be compared 
between student-athletes who are on different campuses, but it would be important to 
have similar student-athlete profiles. 
Since this research seems to indicate a connection between cognitive 
development and psychosocial development, further research into this area would be 
valuable. The SDTLI, or a similar instrument measuring psychosocial development, 
could be used in conjunction with an instrument or a qualitative study, measuring 
cognitive development. Ideally, both of these would be longitudinal in nature. In 
addition, GPA and class year should be taken into account. Greater information on 
these correlations could have implications on how educational programs are designed 
and delivered. 
Comparisons could also be made between the student-athletes in this study, or 
other student-athletes in further studies, and between young adults who are pursuing 
their interests in the performing arts. Most likely these would be students studying 
music or dance in a conservatory setting. They are striving for excellence (Chambliss, 
1989), in the same ways that student-athletes are, and may be focusing on a potential 
future career to the detriment of other areas of their lives. Furthermore, by studying in a 
conservatory, they are not required to take a traditional university curriculum, which 
student-athletes are forced to do. There may be significant differences in the task of 
establishing and clarifying purpose due to this. 
Conclusion 
This research shows the need for the University of Massachusetts, and probably 
other institutions as well, to change the nature of study halls. As Lanning (1982) said, 
“having some time set aside to study does not mean that athletes know how to study or 
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that they can study adequately in the time allowed” (p. 21). Study hall should be a 
developmental time, not merely a time to hang out with teammates. The current model 
of requiring freshmen and those with lower GPAs to attend is probably appropriate, 
since first year students need this structure and this research has shown that those with 
the lower GPAs have lower developmental scores. Rather than just have a sign-in and 
sign-out process for study hall, the time could be used more effectively if the student- 
athlete needed to meet with an advisor at the beginning of their time in study hall and 
set goals as to what they hope to achieve while there. Prior to leaving study hall, they 
should review their goals with an advisor to assess how successful they were. 
Furthermore, study hall time could be used for such things as study skills, test anxiety, 
and time management workshops. It is important that these types of workshops be done 
specifically for student-athletes as their needs are quite different from the rest of the 
student body (Parham, 1993). They would benefit from hearing this information from 
someone who understands the special challenges facing student-athletes. 
Student-athletes should be mandated to attend study hall during the off-season 
and should be required to attend for longer periods of time than when they are 
competing. When they are not competing, and therefore, probably not spending as 
much time in training, they have more time to focus on their academics and other 
developmental issues. When student-athletes are out of a season, it is the ideal time to 
meet different people and to try new things on campus, to get out of the team group. 
A comprehensive program such as the NCAA’s CHAMPS/Life Skills or a 
similar self-designed program should be put into place at the University of 
Massachusetts. According to the NCAA, their mission is ‘ to maintain intercollegiate 
athletics as an integral part of the campus educational program and the athlete as an 
integral part of the student body” 
(http://www.ncaa.org/edout/champs_lifeskills/program.html, 2000). To this end, the 
CHAMPS/Life Skills program was created to “enhance the quality of the student-athlete 
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experience within the university setting” 
(http.//www.ncaa.org/edout/champs_lifeskills/program.html, 2000). The goals that the 
CHAMPS/Life Skills program sets for itself are developmental in focus and take the 
whole student-athlete into account, in the classroom and outside of it. Similar goals 
could be used by an institution to set up their own program. These goals are: 
•Support efforts of every student-athlete toward intellectual development and 
graduation. 
•Use athletics as preparation for success in life. 
•Meet the changing needs of student-athletes. 
•Promote respect for diversity among student-athletes. 
•Enhance interpersonal relationships in the lives of student-athletes. 
•Enable student-athletes to make meaningful contributions to their communities. 
•Promote ownership by the student-athletes of their academic, athletic, personal and 
social responsibilities. 
•Enhance partnerships between the NCAA, member institutions and their communities 
for the purpose of education. 
•Encourage the development of leadership skills. 
(http://www.ncaa.org/edout/champs_lifeskills/program.html, 2000) 
The SDTLI, or a similar type of instrument can be useful in the initial stages of 
advising to assess where a student is developmentally. An advisor can then proceed 
from there in helping to create a developmental advising plan with the student. By 
having clear advising, and academic, goals in place, a student has something for which 
to strive and an advisor is better able to hold the student accountable. 
Summary 
The results of this study provide compelling evidence of the need to treat all 
student-athletes as individuals, while recognizing that athletics plays a major part in 
their lives. The development of student-athletes is clearly impacted by their 
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participation in athletics. Men who are participating in sports with an anticipated future 
seem to be at the lowest level developmentally, especially in the task of Establishing 
and Clarifying Purpose. Therefore, due to the unlikely nature of a career in athletics, 
greater emphasis needs to be placed on helping these student-athletes to be more well- 
rounded. On the other hand, student-athletes with higher GPAs were found to be better 
developed in the tasks of Establishing and Clarifying Purpose and Academic Autonomy. 
This emphasizes the need to provide effective academic support to student-athletes. 
This would, potentially, help them to do better academically and developmentally. 
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APPENDIX A 
SDTLI ANSWER SHEET 
Demographic Questions 
What Is your year in college 
(include all colleges attended)? 
CD First year 
CD Second year 
CD Third year 
CD Fourth year 
CD Fifth year 
CD Other 
What is your primary sport? 
® Baseball 
cd Basketball 
CD Crew 
CD Field Hockey 
CD Football 
(D Gymnastics 
CD Ice Hockey 
CH) Track & Fiekl/Cross Country 
CD Lacrosse 
Including this year, for how many 
years have you been a member of a 
varsity team at UMass? 
CD One Year 
CD Two Years 
CD Three Years 
CD Four Years 
cd Other 
What is your racial or cultural background? 
CD Black or African American or African 
CD Hispanic or Latino 
CD Asian or Pacific islander 
qd Indian or Native American 
CD White or Caucasian 
cd Multi-racial 
cd Other 
CD Sking 
CD Soccer 
co Softball 
an Swimming & Diving 
CH) Tennis 
cd Volleyball 
cd Water Polo 
What is your sex? 
cd female 
cd male 
Are you on: 
CD Full Athletic Scholarship 
cs Partial Athletic Scholarship 
cd No Athletic Scholarship 
What is 
your 
overall 
GPA? 
Please 
round to 
nearest 
10th. 
GO 
CD 
CD 
it) 
CD 
CD 
CD 
CD 
CD 
CD 
CD 
CD 
CD 
CD 
EX) 
CD 
CD 
CD 
CD 
CD 
What 
is 
your 
age? 
QD 
CD 
CD 
CD 
CD 
CD 
CD 
CD 
CD 
CD 
CD 
CD 
CD 
CD 
CD 
CD 
CD 
CD 
CD 
CD 
1. CD CD 21. 
2. CD CD 22. 
3. CD CD 23. 
4. CD CD 24. 
5. CD CD 25. 
6. CD CD 26. 
7. CD CD 27. 
8. CD CD 28. 
9. CD CD 29. 
10. CD CD 30. 
11. CD CD CD 31. 
12. CD CD 32. 
13. CD CD CD 33. 
14. CD CD CD 34. 
15. CD CD 35. 
16. CD CD 36. 
17. CD CD 37. 
18. CD CD 38. 
19. CD CD 39. 
20. CD CD CD 40. 
Section 1 
CD CD 41. CD 
CD CD 42. CD 
CD CD CD 43. CD 
CD CD CD 44. 
45. 
CD 
CD CD CD CD 
CD CD 46. CD 
CD CD 47. CD 
CD CD 48. CD 
CD CD 49. CD 
CD CD 50. CD 
CD CD 51. CD 
CD CD 52. CD 
CD CD 53. CD 
CD CD 54. CD 
CD CD 55. CD 
CD CD 56. CD 
CD CD 57. CD 
CD CD 58. CD 
CD CD 59. CD 
CD CD 60. CD 
CD 61. CD CD 
CD 62. CD CD 
CD 63. CD CD 
CD © 64. CD CD 
CD 65. CD CD 
CD 66. CD CD 
CD 67. CD CD 
CD 68. CD CD 
CD 69. CD CD 
CD 70. CD CD 
CD 71. CD CD 
CD 72. CD CD 
CD CD 73. CD CD 
CD CD 74. CD CD 
CD 75. CD CD 
CD 76. CD CD 
CD 77. CD CD 
CD 78. CD CD 
CD 
CD 
Section 2 
79. CD CD 94. CD CD 98. CD CD 
80. CD CD 95. CD CD 99. CD CD 
81. CD CD 96. CD CD 100. CD CD 
82. CD CD 97. CD CD 101. CD CD 
• 83. CD CD 102. CD CD 
84. CD CD 103. CD CD 
85. CD CD 104. CD CD 
86. CD CD 105. CD CD 
87. CD CD 106. CD CD 
88. CD CD 107. CD CD 
89. CD CD 108. CD CD 
90. CD CD 109. CD (D 
91. CD CD 110. CD CD 
92. CD CD 111. CD CD 
93. CD CD 112. CD CD 
Section 3 
113. CD CD 128. CD 
114. CD CD 129. CD 
115. CD CD 130. CD 
116. CD CD 131. CD 
117. CD CD 132. CD 
118. CD CD 133. CD 
119. CD CD 134. CD 
120. CD CD 135. CD 
121. CD CD 136. CD 
122. CD CD 137. CD 
123. CD CD 138. CD 
124. CD CD 139. CD 
125. CD CD 140. CD 
126. CD CD 
127. CD CD 
133 
i 
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
 
APPENDIX B 
STUDENT DEVELOPMENT AND LIFESTYLE INVENTORY 
About the Student Developmental Task and Lifestyle Inventory 
The Student Developmental Task and Lifestyle Inventory [SDTLI] is composed of statements 
shown to be typical of many students and is designed to collect information concerning college 
students’ activities, feelings, attitudes, aspirations, and relationships. Do not be concerned, however, 
if there are some statements about activities in which you do not participate, or feelings which are not 
descriptive of you. This Inventory's purposes are to help students learn more about themselves and to 
help colleges assist students more effectively. The SDTLI’s usefulness depends entirely on the 
honesty, candor, and care with which you answer the questions. 
It will require only about 25 to 35 minutes for you to complete this Inventory. 
DIRECTIONS 
1. Do not mark in this booklet Mark all answers on the separate answer sheet provided. 
2. In this Inventory "college”is used in a general sense to apply to both two-and four-year colleges, as 
well as universities (that is, all kinds of post-secondary institutions). 
3. Consider each statement carefully, but do not spend a great deal of time deliberating on a single 
statement. 
4. Read each statement (beginning on page 1) and decide whether the statement is true (usually true) 
of you, or false (not usually true) of you. If true, circle the T; if false, circle the F. In a few instances 
in Section 1 there is a third alternative “O"; for those items only, you may circle the “O" response if 
it describes you better than either a true or false response would. 
5. If you wish to change an answer after having marked it, do not attempt to erase it. Instead, with 
your pen or pencil completely darken the circle made around the T, F or O (whichever had been 
mistakenly circled], then draw a circle around the response that best describes you. 
EXAMPLES 
141. © 
141. • 
141. T 
O Student selected the true response as being most descriptive of him or her. 
O Student made a mistake and wants to record a false response instead of 
true response as being the most descriptive of him or her. 
P) Student selected the “other" response as best describing him or her. 
6. Please begin by writing your name and the name of the college or university you are attending at 
the top of the answer sheet and then answer the demographic questions under it. After answering 
the demographic questions, begin the Inventory on page 2. 
Copyright * 1987 by Student Development Associates, Inc. All rights reserved. Form W87 
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Student Developmental Task and Lifestyle Inventory 
SECTION 1. EDUCA TION, CAREER, AND LIFESTYLE. From the alternatives provided select the 
one response that best describes you. Mark your responses on the separate answer sheet provided. 
Circle T if the statement is true or usually true of you, or F if the statement is false or usually not true of 
you. For some statements there will be a third alternative, when that is possible the O alternative will be 
listed after the statement. Circle the O alternative only if it is listed after the statement and it best 
describes you. 
Before beginning, be sure that you have read and understand the instructions about how to change a 
response (should you need to do so) once it is marked. The directions for changing a response are in the 
Directions section on the previous page. 
1. I have declared my academic major/field of academic 
concentration. 
2. lam familiar with three or more college majors and 
their requirements in terms of required courses and 
their accompanying academic skills. 
3. I know where to find information about the prospects 
for employment in any occupational field. 
4. Within the past six months, I have asked relatives, 
faculty members, or others to describe or discuss 
positions available in the fields in which they are 
working. 
5. I never make errors in classwork. 
6. I have carefully thought through and decided the 
extent to which I am involved in regular, organized 
religious activities. 
7. I have one or more effective techniques (not involving 
alcohol or drugs) that I use to help me relieve stress. 
8. Within the past year I have met my responsibilities to 
my parents to ray own personal satisfaction. 
9. I don't hesitate to seek help in dealing with the pres¬ 
sures of college life, 
10. I.keep accurate records of the money I spend. 
11. I know all the basic requirements for graduating with 
a degree in my academic major/academic concentra¬ 
tion. 
0 = 1 have yet to decide on an academic major. 
12. When I don’t think I am learning what I should in a 
course, I take the initiative to do something about it. 
13. I have identified some jobs within the career area I 
have selected which I know I would not like doing. 
O - I have yet to decide on a postcollege career area. 
14. Recently I examined the current labor market de¬ 
mands for people with a degree in the career areals) I 
am considering. 
0 = 1 have yet to decide on a postcollege career area 
and/or academic major. 
15. In the past year I have discussed my career goals with 
at least two professionals in the field that interests 
me most. 
16. I have identified the steps that are necessary for me to 
take now in order to have the kind of life I want five 
years after college. 
17. I have plenty of energy. 
18. I set aside time each day to deal with schoolwork and 
assignments. 
19. I organize my time well enough for me to get every¬ 
thing that needs to be done completed. 
20. I make time in my schedule for my hobbies 
0 = 1 have no hobbies. 
21. I take advantage of opportunities to enter into class 
discussions. 
22. I have taken the initiative to set up conferences with 
an academic advisor within the past twelve months. 
23. I know at least five requirements necessary for the 
occupation(s) I am thinking about entering. 
0 = 1 have yet to identify Bn occupation in which I 
would like to work. 
24. I have practical experience in the career area I plan to 
pursue after college. 
0 = 1 have yet to decide on a postcollege career area. 
25. I am a member of at least one club or organization 
that is specifically related to my chosen occupational 
field. 
0 = 1 have yet to decide on a postcollege career area. 
26. I have made a decision about the number of children 
(including none) I plan to have. 
27. I am generally satisfied with my physical appear¬ 
ance. 
28. 1 initiated an activity in the past month designed to 
help me achieve something important in my life. 
29. I plan my activities to make sure that I have adequate 
time for sleep. 
30. In my leisure time I regularly read novels or maga¬ 
zines. 
31. I have a mature working relationship with one or 
more members of the academic community (faculty 
member, student affairs staff member, administra¬ 
tor). 
32. Within the past twelve months I have attended a 
lecture or program dealing with a serious intellectual 
subject which was not required for any of my courses. 
33. I can name two or more beginning-level positions in 
business, industry, government, or education for 
which I would be eligible when I graduate. 
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34. I have hated a number of specific personal abilities 
and limitations which 1 can use as guidelines for 
narrowing the number of career areas I wish to 
explore. 
35. I have formulated a clear plan for getting a job after 
college. 
36. Iam currently involved in one or more activities that 
I have identified as being of help in determining what 
I will do with the rest of my life. 
37. I maintain an appropriate weight for my height and 
frame. 
38. I have joined with several people in achieving solu¬ 
tion to a mutual problem within the past month. 
39. I keep a calendar or make a "To Do” list of what needs 
to be done each day. 
40. I am actively involved in two or more different 
organized activities in addition to my academic 
studies. 
41. I have formed a personal relationship (friendly ac¬ 
quaintanceship) with one or more professors. 
42. I have identified acceptable alternatives to my 
present educational plans. 
43. Within the past month I have read an article or book 
that deals with some aspect of a career lam consider 
ing or have decided upon. 
44. I have established a specific plan for gaining practi¬ 
cal experience in the career area l plan to pursue after 
college. 
O = 1 have yet to decide on a postcollege career area. 
45. J have prepared my employment placement cre¬ 
dentials and resume*. 
46. I have identified at least three people, other than 
family members, whom I am confident will be influ¬ 
ential in my postcollege future. 
47. I usually eat well-balanced meals. 
48. I have been active on at least one committee at college 
or in one or more college group* within the post six 
months. 
49. I manage my spending money welt. 
50. I have attended a play or classical music concert 
within the past year when not required for a class. 
51. Within the past three months I have had a serious 
discussion with a faculty member concerning some¬ 
thing of importance to me. 
52. I have decided whether or not I will seek admission to 
a graduate or professional school. 
53. I am acquainted with three or more persons who are 
actively involved in the kind of work I visualize for 
myself in the future. 
O - I ha ve yet to decide on a postcollege occupational 
area. 
54. While in college I have gained practical experience 
directly related to my educational goals through an 
internship, part-time work, summer job. or similar 
employment. 
O - I have yet to establish any specific educational 
goals. 
55. I have one or more goals that I am committed to 
accomplishing and have been working on for over a 
year. 
56. The importance I place on things like new cars, large 
house*, and expensive clothe* is reflected in my 
current career plans. 
57. T make sure that I get enough exercise to feel good. 
58. I ha ve identified and can list at least three ways I can 
be an asset to the community. 
59. I followed a systematic plan in making an important 
decision within the past thirty days. 
60 Within the past twelve months I have visited a 
museum or an art exhibit when not required for a 
class. 
61. I carefully investigated the intellectual abilities and 
necessary academic background needed to be success¬ 
ful in my chosen academic major. 
0 = 1 have yet to decide on an academic major. 
62. Within the past three months I have read one ormore 
non-required publications related to my major field of 
study. 
0 = 1 have yet to decide on an academic major/field of 
study. 
63. I often have trouble visualizing day-to-day work in 
the career area l have selected. 
0 = 1 have yet to decide on a career area- 
64. I have sought out leisure time activities for the 
purpose of helping me obtain an indication of my 
career interests. 
65. An outside, objective observer could readily identify 
the ethical values that guide my daily life. 
66. I have clearly decided upon the place of marriage and 
children in my future. 
67. 1 exercise vigorously for twenty minutes or more at 
least three times a week. 
68. I have successfully completed an extended trip on my 
own. 
69. Within the past six months I have undertaken either 
an independent study or service project on my own. 
70. Over the past year I have participated in cultural 
activities on a regular basis (several times a month). 
71. I have developed a financial plan for achieving my 
educational goals. 
72. Within the paist twelve month* I have discusaed, in 
depth, my educational objectives or plans with an 
academic advisor. 
nri to pir.Fi 
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73. I like everyone I know. 
74. While in college I hove visited a career center or 
library to get information about possible careers or 
detailed information about a career area I have 
chosen. 
75. 1 have followed through on nearly all my plans made 
during the past year. 
76. I can state clearly my plan for achieving the goals I 
have established for the next ten years. 
77. I plan my week to make sure that I have sufficient 
time for physical exercise. 
78. I have made a positive contribution to my community 
(campus, neighborhood, or hometown) within the 
past three months. 
SECTION 2.1NTIMA TE RELA TIONSHIPS. In this section “partner" refers to one person with whom 
you now have (or have had) an intimate relationship, whether a dating partner, spouse, or a friend 
with whom you are (have been) romantically involved. Please read the following instructions 
carefully before responding to statements in this section. 
• If you are now involved in an intimate relationship, respond to the following statements in terms of that 
relationship. 
• If you are not currently involved in an intimate relationship, but have had one or more within the past 
twelve months, then respond to the statements in this section in terms of the single most significant of 
those relationships. Remember, respond in terms of the same relationship throughout this section. 
• If you do not have a “partner” currently and have not been involved in an intimate relationship during 
the past twelve months, please skip this section and go to Section 3 and continue responding to 
statements, beginning with number 98. 
T = True F = False 
79. My partner and I regularly discuss or make plans on 
how we will spend our time together. 
80. I sometimes treat the relationship with my partner as 
if it were a game. 
81. Within the past twelve months I have successfully 
resolved a major disagreement with my partner. 
82. It is difficult for me to see my partner socialize with 
others who could be rivals with me for my partner’s 
affections. 
83. I occasionally feel threatened by my partner's outside 
friendships (that is. with persons who are not in ray 
circle of friends). 
84. I have helped my partner achieve a personal goal that 
she/he had established. 
85. I have been unable to find a partner with whom I 
have maintained a satisfying intimate relationship 
for a period of more than three months. 
86. I frequently feel as if my partner’s successes are also 
my successes. 
87. My partner and I frequently talk about what each of 
us is seeking from our relationship. 
88. 1 often wonder where 1 stand in the eyes of my 
partner. 
89. Almost everyday I tell my partner things that I don’t 
tell anyone else. 
90. 1 am usually on guard about what 1 say and do 
around my partner in order to avoid upsetting or 
displeasing him/her. 
91. I expect my partner to always meet my personal 
needs. 
92. Sharing my innermost thoughts with my partner is 
the thing I value most in our relationship. 
93. There is nothing about myself that is "too bad" to tell 
my partner. 
94. I have little trouble relating intimately to a person 
when I don’t care deeply about him/her. 
95. My partner and I have agreed upon the limits to be 
placed on our physical relationship. 
96. I tell my partner about my sexual needs and desires. 
97. My partner and I often play games with each other, 
such as “Mr. Cool" or “Ms. Hard-to-get." 
SECTION 3. RELATIONSHIPS AND THE ACADEMIC ENVIRONMENT. Decide whether each of 
the following statements is True (usually true of you) or False (not usually true of you). 
T = True F = False 
It is important to me that I be liked by everyone. 
I sometimes hold back my true feelings for a friend 
because I’m afraid I might embarrass myself. 
I seldom express my opinion in groups if I think they 
98. There are some topics that should never be discussed 101. 
in college classrooms. 
102. 
99. I never get angry. 
100. It sometimes bothers me if my leisure time activities 103. 
137 
T = True F = False 
104. I need to feel sure of the outcome before attempting 
something new or different 
105. I have a difficult time in courses when the instructor 
doesn't regularly check up on completion of assign¬ 
ments. 
106. I frequently don't perform as well in class as I could. 
107. I sometimes use phrases or words such as "Blacks 
haverhythm," or "Honkie,” or "people on welfare are 
only looking for a free ride.” 
108. I would prefer not to room with someone who is from a 
different culture or race. 
109. I find relationships with my close friends not as 
important to me as they were a year ago. 
110. It is important to me that others accept my point of 
view. 
111. Within the past year there have been a number of 
occasions when I was mistaken about the closeness of 
a relationship. 
112. Before making decisions I ask ray parents what I 
should do. 
113. I am usually more concerned about the grade I will 
receive than about the subject matter or what 1 am 
learning. 
114. It is hard for me to work intently on something for 
more than a short time. 
115. Recently I made a poor grade in class due to my 
neglect or lack of prior planning. 
116. I find it annoying when I hear people speaking in a 
language I don't understand. 
117. I avoid groups where I would be of the minority race. 
118. It is important to me that I meet the standards of 
behavior set by my friends. 
119. When I want to be alone I have difficulty letting my 
friends know in a way that doesn't hurt their feelings. 
120. Each of my close friends holds at least one view of life 
or set of personal values which I can’t accept for 
myself. 
121. I seldom bounce ideas off other people in order to 
obtain their views of my thinking. 
122. I feel guilty when I don’t obey my parents’ wishes. 
123. My grades are not as good as they could be because 1 
don't like asking for help. 
124. Within the past month at school or work, another 
person and I solved an important mutual problem. 
125. I think most women tend to respond to situations 
emotionally, while men respond by thinking. 
126. I deal with students who are different from me (for 
example, of another race or who speak a different 
language) by being polite and staying away from 
them as much as possible. 
127. I find it hard to deal openly with college administra¬ 
tors and others in authority. 
128. After having strong disagreements with a person, I 
usually try to avoid her/him as much as possible 
thereafter. 
129. I never say things I shouldn't 
130. Sometimes I conceal some of my talents or skills so 1 
will not be asked to contribute to a group's effort. 
131. Most of the time I get bored and quit studying after 
working on an assignment for a short time. 
132. I have difficulty disciplining myself to study when I 
should. 
133. I generally keep my beliefs to myself in order to avoid 
offending others. 
134. I become annoyed with people who frequently try to 
change the rules. 
135. I try to keep my friends from knowing about my 
shortcomings and failures. 
136. Because of my friends’ urgings I sometimes get 
involved in things that are not in my best interest. 
137. 1 never lie. 
138. Decisions about important matters are largely based 
on what my parentfs) think and believe. 
139. My study time often seems rushed because I fail to 
estimate realistically the amount of time required. 
140. Within the past month I have found myself worrying 
about unimportant matters, which interfered with 
the things I wanted to do. 
END OF INVENTORY 
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APPENDIX C 
LETTER OF INFORMED CONSENT TO PARTICIPANTS 
You are being asked to be a participant in a study to assess the psychosocial development 
of college student-athletes. All information you provide will remain confidential and 
only I, the researcher, will have access to the data provided. No information you 
provide will be shared with the administration, faculty, or staff of the University of 
Massachusetts, including the athletic department. Your participation is entirely 
voluntary and you may withdraw from the study at any time. Your informed consent to 
participate in the study under the conditions described is assume by your completing the 
survey and submitting it to the researcher. Do not complete the survey or hand it in if 
you do not understand or agree to these conditions. 
Please feel free to contact me if you have any questions or you would like to discuss the 
results of this survey. I can be reached at 5-1390. 
Thank you for your time. 
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APPENDIX D 
MEANS, STANDARD DEVIATIONS, AND DISTRIBUTIONS FOR NORMATIVE 
SAMPLE 
TASK/SUBTASK/SCALE n Mean Standard Skewness 
Class Standing Deviation 
Establishing and Clarifying Purpose Task 
Freshman 386 32.41 11.18 
-0.09 
Sophomore 307 36.68 11.34 
-0.14 
Junior 270 40.19 10.73 
-0.37 
Senior 237 45.21 10.34 
-0.46 
Educational Involvement Subtask 
Freshman 386 7.72 3.37 0.02 
Sophomore 307 9.32 3.43 -0.32 
Junior 270 10.47 3.13 -0.46 
Senior 237 11.64 2.70 -0.44 
Career Planning Subtask 
Freshman 386 8.12 4.04 0.15 
Sophomore 307 9.16 4.11 0.12 
Junior 270 10.35 4.08 -0.32 
Senior 237 12.42 3.91 -0.54 
Lifestyle Planning Subtask 
Freshman 386 5.80 2.52 -0.11 
Sophomore 307 6.21 2.53 -0.31 
Junior 270 6.32 2.33 -0.22 
Senior 237 7.04 2.34 -0.51 
Life Management Subtask 
Freshman 386 7.60 3.26 -0.03 
Sophomore 307 8.65 3.26 -0.20 
Junior 270 9.45 3.17 -0.30 
Senior 237 10.21 3.09 -0.34 
Cultural Participation Subtask 
-0.09 Freshman 386 3.17 1.49 
Sophomore 307 3.38 1.51 -0.07 
Junior 270 3.64 1.52 -0.24 
Senior 237 3.90 1.48 -0.45 
Kurtosis 
-0.24 
-0.04 
-0.29 
-0.12 
-0.45 
-0.18 
-0.12 
-0.43 
-0.68 
-0.62 
-0.72 
-0.18 
-0.64 
-0.58 
-0.32 
-0.02 
-0.45 
-0.47 
-0.40 
-0.10 
-0.78 
-0.65 
-0.69 
-0.46 
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Developing Mature Interpersonal Relationships Task 
Freshman 386 17.71 5.20 
-0.21 
-0.18 
Sophomore 307 19.14 4.77 
-0.36 
-0.08 
Junior 270 19.53 5.01 
-0.35 
-0.23 
Senior 237 20.69 4.58 
-0.45 
-0.12 
Peer Relationships Subtask 
Freshman 386 7.72 2.61 
-0.11 
-0.56 
Sophomore 307 8.33 2.54 
-0.31 
-0.46 
Junior 270 8.45 2.38 
-0.49 -0.09 
Senior 237 9.04 2.36 
-0.53 -0.28 
Tolerance Subtask 
Freshman 386 5.99 1.92 
-0.46 -0.35 
Sophomore 307 6.36 1.88 
-0.58 -0.44 
Junior 270 6.39 1.93 -0.64 -0.17 
Senior 237 6.65 1.83 -0.87 0.60 
Emotional Autonomy Subtask 
Freshman 386 4.07 1.97 -0.18 -0.61 
Sophomore 307 4.47 1.71 -0.12 -0.50 
Junior 270 4.69 1.88 -0.26 -0.45 
Senior 237 5.00 1.77 -0.27 -0.47 
Academic Autonomy Task 
Freshman 386 4.59 2.35 0.16 -0.77 
Sophomore 307 4.98 2.40 0.04 -0.79 
Junior 270 5.35 2.37 -0.02 -1.00 
Senior 237 6.06 2.41 -0.37 -0.77 
Intimacy Scale 
Freshman 317 11.86 3.71 -0.64 0.49 
Sophomore 246 11.85 3.86 -0.46 -0.26 
Junior 207 12.77 3.70 -0.60 0.36 
Senior 184 13.54 3.19 -0.68 0.41 
Salubrious Lifestyle Scale 
Freshman 386 4.59 2.16 -0.15 -0.93 
Sophomore 307 4.74 2.28 -0.18 -0.95 
Junior 270 5.11 2.08 -0.35 -0.83 
Senior 237 5.08 2.16 -0.33 -0.89 
Response Bias Scale 
Freshman 386 0.42 0.66 1.29 0.38 
Sophomore 307 0.34 0.61 1.61 1.44 
Junior 270 0.35 0.60 1.51 1.19 
Senior 237 0.33 0.61 1.64 1.55 
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APPENDIX E 
STANDARD SCORES FOR ESTABLISHING AND CLARIFYING PURPOSE, 
DEVELOPING MATURE INTERPERSONAL RELATIONSHIPS, AND ACADEMIC 
AUTONOMY TASKS 
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APPENDIX F 
RELIABILITY ESTIMATES 
Task/Subtask/Scale Test-Retest 
(4 week) 
(n=27) 
Establishing and 
Clarifying Purpose [PUR] 85 
Educational Involvement [El] 78 
Career Planning [CP] 88 
Lifestyle Planning [LP] 82 
Life Management [LM] 80 
Cultural Participation [CP] 76 
Developing Mature 
Interpersonal 78 
Peer Relationships [PR] 70 
Tolerance [TOL] 76 
Emotional Autonomy [EA] 82 
Academic Autonomy [AA] 79 
Intimacy Scale [INT] 84 1 
Salubrious Lifestyle 
Scale [SL} 78 
Response Bias Scale [RB] 80 
Test-Retest 
(2 week) 
Coefficient Alpha 
(n=42) (n=1200) 
87 90 
81 75 
89 80 
85 62 
81 69 
80 45 
80 76 
79 75 
78 55 
83 55 
80 70 
842 703 
80 71 
81 50 
n=34 
n=954 
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